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LAW REVERSIONARY INTEREST 
SOCIETY, LIMITED. 


24, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, W.C. 


EsTaBLIsHED 1853. 

Capital ... sb se ose ove - £400,000 
Debentures and Debenture Stock ... ain -»» £207,230 
REVERSIONS BOUGHT. LOANS MADE THEREON. 
Proposal Forms and full information may be had at the Society’s Offices. 

W. OSCAR NASH, F.1L.A., Actuary and Secretary. 


COMMERCIAL UNION 


ASSURANCE CO., LIMITED, 
NOW ISSUES FIDELITY GUARANTEE BONDS 
Which are universally accepted. 
MODERATE RATES TOGETHER WITH PROMPTITUDE. 
TOTAL ASSETS EXCEED " £5,000,000. 
HEAD OFFICE: 24/28, CORNHILL, E.C. 
FIRE, LIFE, MARINE, AND ACCIDENT. 
HE LAW GUARANTEE AND TRUST 
T SOCIETY, LIMITED, 
SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL - £1,000,000. PAID-UP - £100,000. 
RESERVE FUND - £115,000. 
FimeLtiry GUARANTEES OF ALL KINDS. ADMINISTRATION AND LUNACY 
BonpDs, MORTGAGE, DEBENTURE, LICENSE, AND CONTINGENCY 
INSURANCE. TRUSTEESHIPS FOR DEBENTURE-HOLDERS, &C. 














HEAD OFFICE: 49, Chancery-lane, W.C. | CITY OFFICE: 56, Moorgate-street, E.C. 
IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS 
4 In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of xX 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
LO8s8 OR FORFBITURE OF THE LICENSE. 
Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtamed on application to 
THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 
24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 
Mortgages Guaranteed on Licensed Properties promptly, without 
special valuation and at low rates. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 











ESTABLISHED 1836. 





FUNDS - - - - - £ 3,000,000 
INCOME - - : : - £390,000 
YEARLY BUSINESS - - - 1,000,000 


BUSINESS IN FORCE - £ 11,700,000 





THE PERFECTED SYSTEM of Life Assurance is peculiar tc this Society 
and embraces every modern advantage. 


PERFECTED MAXIMUM POLICIES. 
Wrruovr Prorrrs. 


The Rates for these Whole Life Policies are very moderate. 





Age | Premium 


Age | Premium | Age | Premium 
20 | 417 8". 


30 | £116 %,| 40 | 210%), 














£1,000 POLICY WITH BONUSES 
According to last results. 
Valuation at 2} p.c. :—Hm. Table of Mortality. 








Duration 30 yrs. | 40 yrs. | 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 


We print elsewhere the Order in Council postponing the 
application to the Gity of London of the compulsory provisions 
of the Land Transfer Act, 1897, until the lst of January, 1902, 
which has been made in fulfilment of the Lord Chancellor’s 
promise to the deputation which recently waited upon him. 





Ir 1s anNouncED that Sir Watrer Foster has, at the request of 
the Attorney-General, deferred until next Monday the question 
concerning the Land Registry of which he has given notice. The 
question invites the Attorney-General to state the number of 
titles registered since 1862, when the existing system of land 
registry was established, under which it is open to any land- 
owner in England " voluntarily register his title; and, havi 
regard to the fact ‘*, the system of compulsory registration o: 
title, under the L.’ P™ ‘ransfer Act, 1897, was to be experimental 
only, as is shew" .¢ provision that the system was not to be 
extended beyon , ©**®’county for three years after the first order 
making registrs $" compulsory, and seeing that the new system 
came into operati(/’in the County of London under an order dated 
the 18th of July, 1898, whether it is intended to hold an inquiry 
into its working before the experimental period of three years 
expires on the 17th of July next; or whether it is proposed to 
test the working of the system in some other way, in view of the 
complaints that the system has added to the difficulty and 


expense of dealing with property. 





Tue Licenstne Sessions Bill, which was introduced by the 
Bishop of Winchester and a. second reading last week 
in the House of Lords, threatens to interfere very seriously 
with the interests of solicitors. It begins by aor veg fene 
absurdity—namely, the rule which prevents a justice from 


acting in licensing matters who is a shareholder in a 
railway company, 


passing through his district or an 





| 10 yrs. | 20 yrs. 
| aie 





$1,724 





Amount of Policy + e108 
Next Bonus as at 31st December, 1901. 





OFFICES: 10, FLEET STREET, LONDON. 


£2,067 adjoining district, which owns licensed hotels or refreshment 


rooms. It then, however, goes on to provide that no 
person shall be appointed to act as clerk of the peace, clerk 
of petty sessions, clerk to borough justices, or clerk of a watch 


committee, who would be disqualified by section 60 of the 





Licensing Act, 1872, to act as a justice for any purpose under 
21 
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the Licensing Acts in any district. Now that section disqualifies 
any person “ who is, or is in partnership with, or holds any 
share in any company which is, a common brewer, distiller, 
maker of malt for sale, or retailer of malt, or of any intoxicat- 
ing liquor” in the district or an adjoining district. There- 
fore, if this becomes law, no clerk to justices can hold a 
share in any brewery company in the neighbourhood. The 
Bill further forbids any clerk to justices to act as 
solicitor, valuer, or secretary to any brewery or distillery 
company, or to any association for promoting or protecting 
the interests of any person engaged in the liquor trade. Now 
& magistrate’s clerk has no voice in the decisions of the bench 
on questions of fact or in the exercise of their discretion. His 
function is to advise the justices in matters of law. It is 
submitted, therefore, that these proposed restrictions on his 
investments and on his practice are quite uncalled for. Clerks 
to justices are usually solicitors of very high standing. In 
country districts the clerk is probably the head of the best firm in 
the neighbourhood. Such men are not likely to deliberately give 
their justices advice wrong in law because of a private interest. 
In his speech in the House of Lords the bishop said that every- 
one desires that justices clerks should have no private practice 
atall. This may, or may not, be so. When justices’ clerks are 
forbidden to take private practice it will be time to control them 
in the direction intended ; until then it does not seem reason- 
able to interfere. If they are forbidden to practise, however, 
they will have either to be paid very differently from what they 
are at present, or else the best men will have nothing to do 
with the office of clerk to justices. It is for the public in 
this. case to say whether they will secure the services of com- 
petent and experienced men by offering adequate salaries, or 
whether these very important posts shall be filled by the 
younger or less capable members of the profession. 





WHERE THE trustee in bankruptcy of an absconding and 
bankrupt solicitor has issued a summons for the taxation of 
bills of professional costs and for special direetions to enable the 
parties to go into all matters as between solicitor and clients, it 
is to be presumed that there are sound and bond fide grounds for 
such a step. Consequently, the court, which apparently has a 
discretion under the wording of Bankruptcy Rule 108 (3), will 
naturally not be leniently disposed towards such a trustee who 
delivers bills commented upon by the taxing-master in adverse 
terms. This at least was the view adopted by Farwet1, J., in the 
case of Re T. (A Solicitor) (reported elsewhere). There it 
appeared that upon three bills of costs amounting to a total of 
£481 16s. 9d. the taxing-master, to whom the circumstances 
were referred, allowed no more than £125 4s. 8d. He did not, 
sndeed, make a “special report” to the cougt; but the Master 
in Chancery having adjourned the sur ions into court, 
Farwett, J., heard arguments and then aided to consult 
with the taxing-master who had gone in” ~~) matter. The 
taxing-master repeated his animadversions (¢ pe bills, where- 
upon his lordship had no hesitation in ord dt 5 the trustee in 
bankruptcy to pay the costs personally. The costs of trustees in 
bankruptcy involve a question of such general importance that 
it is surprising to find little reported authority as to their 
adjustment in a matter like Re ‘7.; but possibly an abuse of 
the quasi-official powers of these persons is not often to be 
found. It is well settled since Pitts v. La Fontaine (6 A. 0. 482) 
that a trustee in bankruptcy can be made personally liable for 
the costs of a suit to which he is a party, ‘‘ subject to the Court 
of Bankruptcy allowing him to recoup himself out of the 
bankrupt estate if his conduct has been bond fide.” But cases 
like Ex parte Brown, Re Smith (17 Q. B. D. 488) and Ex parte 
Gordon, Re Bryant (6 Morrell 262) (the latter of which was not 
referred to in the present case) afford instances where unreason- 
able, improper, or reckless action on the part of such a trustee 
will disentitie him to be recouped. That the court can, and will, 
visit him personally with the costs of proceedings so launched is 
shewn in Ze 7. 





A MAN was convicted of manslaughter this week at Bir- 
mingham under very peculiar, but not quite unprecedented, 


struck the deceased a not very severe blow in the face with his 
fist. The blow caused an injury to the eyeball of the deceased, 
and he went to a hospital for treatment. There the medical men 
decided that an operation was necessary, aud accordingly they 
administered chloroform to the man in order to perform it. The 
man died under the chloroform. The conviction under these 
circumstances was no doubt perfectly correct in law, but it is 
one of those cases in which the moral responsibility for death 
well nigh reaches the vanishing point. The blow alone would 
not have caused death; it was entirely the treatment of their 
patient by the medical men that was directly answerable for the 
death. That treatment, however, would never have been 
required but for the unlawful act of the defendant, and 


therefore the death can be traced back to that act, and in 
law the defendant was responsible. Reg. v. Davis § 
Wagstafe (15 Cox 174) was a similar case. In that case 


Maruew, J., told the jury that if, although there may be 
no intention to do more than commit a common assault, 
still an injury is inflicted by one man upon another which 
compels the injured man to take medical advice, and death 
occurs from an operation advised by the medical men, the 
assailant is in the eye of the law responsible for that death. 
The death must be traced back to the act of the man by whom 
the original injury was done. The injury caused the deceased 
man to go to the hospital, where competent medical men thought 
an operation was advisable and administered chloroform. If 
the man died under the chloroform the death ought to be traced 
back to the man-by whom the injury was done. Among the 
questions put to the jury for consideration in this case by 
Matuew, J., was the question, Did the deceased man seek the 
advice of competent medical men? This is clearly material, for 
if he had sought the aid of an unqualified person and had 
come by his death owing to the unskilful treatment of such 
person, it can hardly be that aconviction would be good. Again, 
although the learned judge said that it would never do to have the 
issue raised in such a case that the death was due to the negligence 
of the medical men; still, if death arose from such a degree of 
gross negligence on the part of a medical man as would 
constitute manslaughter by him, it cannot be argued that the 
assailant of the deceased man might also be convicted of man- 
slaughter. A competent, careful surgeon may make a mistake 
with fatal result; as when he believes chloroform may be safely 
administered, when in fact perhaps he might have discovered a 
reason for forming a contrary opinion if he had examined the 
patient a little more fully. Everyone has to take his chance of 
such mistakes, and they do not render the surgeon liable to the 
criminal law. It was, no doubt, mistakes of this class that the 
judge objected to the jury considering; he probably would 
never have withdrawn from them a question of criminal negli- 
gence on the part of the medical man. 





Tux GuovcEsTER municipal elections of last November have 
been fruitful in litigation, involving nice questions of election 
law. The decision in Ford v. Newth (ante, pp. 327, 336) that a 
councillor was disqualified for election by reason of his interest 
in a contract with the corporation, led to a further question as to 
the election of the mayor: Bland v. Buchanan (ante, p. 345). 
At this election sixteen votes, including those of Newrn, the 
disqualified councillor, and of Treasurz, the outgoing mayor, 
were given for the respondent and fifteen for the 
petitioner. Treasurz, in view of the possibility of Newrn’s 
vote being impeached on the ground of his disqualifi- 
cation, purported to give a second or casting vote for the 
respondent, although if Newrn’s vote was to be reckoned, 
there was no equality. Upon these facts two questions arose— 
was Newru’s vote good? and was the mayor entitled to give & 
casting vote in the manner described? As to the first point, 
reliance was placed on section 42 of the Municipal Corporations 
Act, 1882, under which ‘‘the acts of a person in possession 
of a corporate office, and acting therein, shall, notwithstand- 
ing his disqualification, be as valid and effectual as if he 
had been qualified,” and on section 102, which provides that 
where an elected candidate is declared not to have been duly 
elected, acts done by him in the execution of his office before the 





circumstances. In the course of a slight quarrel, the accused 





decision has been certified are not to be invalidated by reason of 
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that declaration. . These provisions appear at first sight to 
be conclusive in favour of the validity of the vote of a person 
in the position which Newrn held at the date of the election of 
the mayor. 
Martnew and Oavez, JJ., held that, notwithstanding section 42, 


the validity of such a vote can, and ought to be, gone into 
In the present case Dariine and 


on an election petition. 
QuanneEtt, JJ., followed this decision, the former express- 
ing his approval of it. The second question was not 
covered by authority. It was somewhat complicated in 
the present case by the circumstance that an Order in Council 
extending the borough had made special provisions as to the 
rights and jurisdiction of the existing mayor. The court, how- 
ever, held that he was in the same position as the mayor of an 
ordinary borough, and had, of course, the right to give both an 
original and a casting vote: see Nell v. Longbottom (supra) 
and Municipal Corporations Act, 1882, s. 61. The im- 
portant point, therefore, was whether he could give the 
casting vote prospectively—viz., to be counted in case an 
equality of votes should arise through the invalidity of one of 
the other votes. This point the learned judges have decided in 
the affirmative, on the ground that an equality of votes means 
an equality of valid votes, and that there was nothing in the Act 
to prevent a casting vote being given to meet an eventuality 
which might or might not arise. Leave to appeal was granted, 
and rightly so, for the latter point decided is one of novelty, 
and it is also desirable that Nell v. Longbottom should be con- 
sidered by a higher court. 





SEVERAL CENTURIES separate the reign of Epwarp I. from that 
of the present monarch, but the maxim “ respondeat superior,” so 
often quoted now, is expressly recognized in 13 Edw. 1, c. 11. 
It is there applied to the liability of the keeper of a prison for 
allowing a person in custody to escape. Actions against a 
sheriff or gaoler for an escape were frequently brought, and 
substantial damages recovered, in the days when the right to 
keep a debtor in prison was considered a valuable privilege. 
But we hear little or nothing of such actions now, though the 
Sheriffs Act, 1887, seems to preserve the right of action in 
full force. But the maxim “ respondeat superior” is constantly 
invoked in actions of false imprisonment or malicious prose- 
cution. Few persons pass though life without having had to 
consider, at some time or other, whether they should give 
some person into custody, or whether they should institute 
criminal proceedings against him. The question is always 
& matter for anxious consideration, mistakes are often made, 
and those making them have the mortification to find that 
they have passed from the position of persons wronged to 
that of wrongdoers, and that they are involved in expensive 
litigation. But the liability is still harder to bear where 
the mistake has not been made by the person sued, but by 
someone in his employment. The law governing these 
cases has been often discussed. It has over and over again 
been said that the master is responsible for the act of his 
servant, not only where he has expressly authorized it, but also 
where the act was in the scope or course of the servant’s employ- 
ment. In many, perhaps in most, cases the servant has no 


But in Nell v. Longbottom (1894,1 Q B. 767) 


| charge of theft by the manager of a public-house, and the 
action was brought against the owner, who did not manage it, 
but came there nearly every day. At the trial the objection 
was taken that there was no implied authority on the part of 
the manager to give the plaintiff into custody, and the judge 
gave judgment for the defendant. It was argued that the 
manager was acting in order to protect the interests of his 
master who was absent, and that his act was, as he believed, 
necessary to prevent his master’s property from being stolen. 
To this it was replied that the extent of a servant’s implied 
authority can only be to do such acts as are reasonably n 

for the protection of the master’s property: The Divisional 
Court (Kennepy and Darune, JJ.), though considering the 
case one of some difficulty, upheld the decision of the judge, 
who had nonsuited the plaintiff, saying that in the circum- 
stances the manager was not in the position of a person 
appointed to a particular agency with the necessity of saying 
whether a person should be arrested or not, nor of a person who 
in the course of his business had the duty of deciding such a 
question. Kxnnepy, J., added that “It was not within the 
sphere of the manager’s duty to arrest people or to decide as to 
their arrest.” This passage, if it is applied to every possible 
case, perhaps goes too far. There might surely have been a 
sudden act of theft by a stranger, followed by an attempt to 
escape, which would have justified the manager in giving the 
offender in charge. It can hardly be supposed that the owner 
of the premises would not have expected the manager to take 
action in such a case. But in Hanson v. Waller the plaintiff, 
who was employed on the premises, was well known, and there 
was nothing to require hasty action on the part of the manager, 
and the decision of the court seems to be in accordance with the 
principle of previous decisions. 





AN INTERESTING judgment was delivered by Cozzns- 
Harpy, J., in Re Gray (49 W. R. 298), raising the question 
of the costs which a lessee is bound to pay to the lessor’s 
solicitor, and also the effect on the lessee’s liability of his 
obtaining a third-party order under section 38 of the Solicitors 
Act, 1843, to tax the lessor’s solicitor’s bill. The liability of 
the lessee to pay the costs of the preparation of the lease by 
the lessor’s solicitor is well established, and this includes all 
the costs properly incurred in such preparation. Hence, where 
the matter is such as to make the employment of counsel proper, 
his fees are to be included, and Cozens-Harpy, J., expr an 
opinion to this effect, though the contrary was intimated by 
Erzz, 0.J., in Lock v. Furze (19 OC. B. N. 8. 96). On the other 
hand, the counterpart is the lessor’s matter and he must pay 
for it, as was recognized by Curry, J., in Re Negus (43 W. R. 
68; 1895, 1 Oh. 73). And when it is a question of matters 
preliminary to the preparation of the lease, it would seem that 
these, too, cannot be charged against the lessee. His 
liability only extends, so Cozens-Harpy, J., has held, 
to proceedings subsequent to the instructions for the lease. 
Accordingly he disallowed, as against the lessees of certain 
mines, the fee of a mining expert whom the lessor had employed 
to adv.se him in the course of the negotiations for the lease. It 
was argued, however, that, whatever might be the real liability of 
the lessee, yet by taking a third-party order for taxation he had 














instructions from his master as to taking criminal proceedings, 
for the simple reason that the master never thought they would 

required. In some cases it is easy to consult the master, | 
but in others he is absent and the matter must be decided 
at once. Where the servant in these circumstances gives | 
& person into custody, or takes crimiual proceedings against 

m, and that person afterwards brings an action against 
the master, it is obvious that the only evidence that the master 
can give is to deny that the act of the servant was expressly 
authorized by him. And in these cases it has been the practice 
ot the courts to consider whether there is evidence—from the 
Position of the servant as manager of a business or otherwise— 
Mat he had an implied authority, in the emergency which 
occurred, to act as he did. If the presiding judge thinks that 
there is such evidence, it is left to the jury, and juries are not 
Over-indulgent to masters. The case of Hanson v. Waller 
(49 W. R. a19; 1901, 1 Q. B. 390) was a case of this descrip- 
Hon, The plaintiff was given into custody on a groundless 








he must adopt the bill as properly tax 
his solicitor. 
proper, the lessee cannot object that the work might have heen 


admitted his liability to pay all costs which upon taxation would 
be allowed to stand as between the lessor’s solicitor and the 
lessor. If this were the effect of a third-party order it would 
obviously be a very dangerous proceeding to employ. There 
are many cases in which a party other than the client in the 
first instance chargeable has to pay the costs, but it would be 
absurd if no distinction could be drawn on a taxation between 
the costs so payable by a third party and the costs payable 
by the client himself. Obviously the just view is that 
which Cozens-Harpy, J., described as the true view. “TI 
think,” he said, “the true view is that the third-party 
order does not alter the nature or enlarge the scope of the 
liability upon the existence of which the order is based.” So 
far, indeed, as the lessee is liable to pay the lessor’s costs, then 
between the lessor and 
If the instructions given by the lessor have been 
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done in a different way. But this is the extent of the liability 
which the lessee assumes by taking the order for taxation. He 
does not thereby condemn himself to pay every item in the bill 
which is not taxed off. 





Ir 1s Nor altogether easy in these days to raise any new question 
on the law of distress, but a new point was taken, and taken 
successfully, in British Mutoscope Co. (Limited) v. Homer (49 
W. R. 277) before Farwett, J. The plaintiff company, as the 
owners of letters patent for mutoscopes, had granted to 
another company a licence to use these machines. 
The licensee company placed several of them with one 
Maynakp upon terms under which Maynarp was to receive 
a certain share of the takings as rent, and the rest was to go to 
the licensee company, who were to remain owners of the 
machines. Maynarp made default in payment of rent for the 

ises on which the mutoscopes were, and the landlord 
istrained and seized them. Subsequently he sold them to the 
defendant, and the question arose whether the defendant 
acquired thereby the right to work them. It might be 
supposed that distraint upon patented articles must frequently 
have taken place, but hitherto the question does not appear to 
have been raised whether a purchaser under the distress takes 
them free from any restriction imposed by the letters patent. 
At common law, as is well known, the landlord’s right extended 
only to detaining the goods seized as a pledge, and the power 
of sale was conferred by 2 Will. & M. sess. 1,c. 5. Under this 
statute, after notice left on the premises and the lapse of five 
days—now fifteen—for replevying, the person distraining may 
lawfully sell the goods and chattels distrained for the best price 
that can be got for thesame. How, then, does this apply to an 
article upon the user of which a restriction is placed by letters 
patent? Fanwett, J., dealt with the question by separating 
the chattel iteelf from the right which forms the restriction 
on it. The mutoscopes were chattels which could be distrained 
upon and seized and sold like any other chattel. But by the 
letters patent they were subject to the right of the patent owners 
to prevent any use of them except under a licence, and no licence 
passed with them into the hands of the purchaser. Neither was 
the patent right a matter which could be seized and sold under 
the distress. This, as Farwett, J., pointed out, is a chose in 
action, and the distress is, in its nature, limited to chattels. By 
this ingenious separation between the machine and the patent 
right in it the learned judge deprived the defendant of the 
enjoyment of the machines. As regards such articles involuntary 
alienation is barren. The right which makes their value only 


passes by consent. 





Disrvrzs as to public rights in connection with highways have 
been remarkably frequent of recent years, a result to which the 
creation in 1594 of new highway authorities with increased 

wers has no doubt conduced: see the Local Government Act, 
1894, ss. 25, 26. One of the most shadowy of these rights is 
that referred to in section 11 (1) of the Local Government Act, 
1888, which purports to confer upon county councils “the same 
powers as a highway board . . . for asserting the right of the 
public to the use and enjoyment of the roadside wastes.” High- 
way boards (now superseded under the Act of 1894 by district 
councils) never had any express powers to assert the right 
referred to, and the extent of the right itself is very difficult 
to define. In addition to this obscure reference to the powers 
of a highway board, a further difficulty is created by this very 
section 11 of the Act of 1888. Sub-section 6 vests main roads in 
the county councils; now it is generally recognized as a pre- 
sumption of law that where a highway runs between fences, the 
whole e between the fences, whether metalled or not, is 
actual highway, and subject to the public rights: see 

v. United Telegraph Co, (8 F. & F. 73), Turner 
v. Ringwood Highway Board (L. BR. 9 Eq. 418). It, 
therefore, a roadside waste runs along the fence of a main 
road, it would appear to be vested in the county council, and the 
express power in sub-section 1 to assert the public right over 
it is superfiucus. These two sub-sections were considered in 


in the county council. But in Harris v. Northamptonshire County 
Council (61 J. P. 699) Bynnz, J., held that similar strips were 
part of a main road to the extent of enabling a county council to 
remove obstructions thereon. But whatever may be the true 
view as to the status of roadside wastes where there is nothing 
to rebut the presumption as to the space between the fences, it 
is clear that that presumption can be rebutted by evidence of 
acts of ownership on the part of the proprietor of the adjoining 
land involving a negation of the fact of their being part of the 
highway. The case of Countess of Belmore v. Kent County 
Council, decided on the 18th inst., by Cozens-Harpy, J., is an 
instance in which such evidence prevailed; and in Veeld y, 
Hendon Urban District Council (81 L. T. 405) Lord Russ or 
Kittowen, O.J., held that, before the presumption can arise, the 
surrounding circumstances as to the regularity of the line of the 
hedges, the levels of the adjoining land, and the width of the 
strips of waste must be taken into account. The presumption 
is therefore by no means an invariable one, and great caution 
should be used before it is relied on as establishing the status of 
a piece of roadside waste as part of the highway. 





In tHe case of Dredge v. Conway, Jones, & Co. last week the 
Court of Appeal were obliged te reconsider their decision in 
Wood v. Walsh (1899, 1 Q. B. 1009) in the light of the recent 
case of Hoddinott v. Newton, Chambers, § Co. (1901, A. ©. 49). 
The question in the present case was whether a building was 
being “ repaired by means of a scaffolding” within the meaning 
of section 7 of the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897. The 
operation in the course of which the applicant’s husband met 
his death was the painting and whitewashing of the interior 
of a building over thirty feet in height. He was standing 
on a step-ladder which was supported on a plank itself resting 
on an arrangement of planks and ladders, and the whole 
clearly formed a “ scaffolding ” within the meaning of the 
Act. In Wood v. Walsh the Court of Appeal had held that 
painting the outside of a house was not repair, and in the 
present case (decided before the House of Lords had given their 
decision in Hoddinott v. Newton, Chambers, § Co.) the county 
court judge felt bound to follow the Court of Appeal, and to 
hold that the building was not being repaired, and that the 
case was outside the scope of the Act. Hoddinott's case related to 
the strengthening of a completed building by the insertion of 
iron stays, and the Court of Appeal held that this was neither 
construction nor repair. The House of Lords reversed this 
decision, holding that the operation was part of the construction 
of the building, and Lord Macnacuren remarked that ‘“ construc- 
tion, repair, demolition” (the three operations referred to in section 
7) “ cover every varying phase in the life of a building from its 
beginning to its end.” Having regard to this decision and to 
the wide language used by the learned lord, the Court of Appeal 
felt themselves bound to hold that Wood v. Walsh is no longer 
law, and that painting and whitewashing are “ repairs”’ within 
the meaning of the Act. In Nash v. Hollinshead, on the 13th 
inst., the Court of Appeal held that a man in the employ- 
ment of a farmer was not entitled to compensation under 
the Workmen’s Compensation Act for an accident met 
with while he was working a mill used for grinding meal for 
food for the cattle on the farm. The contention rai 
was that by reason of the use of the mill, the farm was a ‘‘ non- 
textile factory,” within section 93 of the Factory and Work- 
shops Act, 1878, and therefore a factory within the referential 
definition in section 7 of the Act of 1897. The consequences 
of the application to a farm of the provisions of the KFactory 
Acts would be far-reaching, and the court declined to accede to 
the contention of the applicant which had been allowed by the 
county court judge. = 





Reversionary Prorerty forms a precarious subject for either 
a mortgage or a purchase. This is exemplified by the recent 
case of Lloyds Bank v. Pearson (W.N., 190i, p. 59). In that 
case property was vested in trustees upon trust for a widow for 
life, and after her death for her children equally; and one of 





Curtis 9, Kesteven County Council (89 W.R. 199) by Noxru, J., 
who held that the strips of waste in that case were not vested 


her sons, A., who was a solicitor, was himself one of the trustees. 
A. then mortgaged his reversionary interest, and the mortgage 
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gave no notice to the other trustees ; and it was probable that A. 
also omitted to give them notice. The other trustees then died, 
and new trustees were appointed in their places, and these new 
trustees knew nothing of the mortgage. Finally A. procured an 
advance from Lloyds Bank on the security of his interest, and the 
bank, before making the advance, inquired of the other trustees, 
and found no trace of any prior incumbrance. At last the widow 
died, and the earlier mortgagee then claimed priority overthe bank. 
The first ground on which the earlier mortgagee relied was that 
the property was in the form of land at the date of the mortgage 
and still remained so; and that notice was unnecessary in the 
case of a trust of land. But the answer to this contention was 
that the land was vested in trustees on trust to sell, with the 
consent of the widow during her life, and afterwards at their 
discretion; and it has long been settled that in such a case 
notice to the trustees affects the priority of mortgages : 
Lee v. Howlett (2 K. & J.531). Another point was then raised— 
namely, that notice to a single trustee was sufficient, as in 
Ward v. Duncombe (42 W. R. 59; 1893, A. C. 869), and that, as 
the mortgagor was himself one of the trustees, his earliest 
mortgagee had priority. But in answer to this contention it 
was urged that the rule laid down by Ward v. Duncombe did not 
apply to a case in which a trustee who was also a beneficiary 
mortgaged his share, and Brown v. Savage (7 W. R. 571, 4 
Drew. 635) was cited to establish this proposition. In the 
event it was held that Brown v. Savage was not overruled by 
Ward v. Dancombe, and the earlier mortgagee was postponed 
accordingly. We call attention to this case, however, not so 
much for its own sake, as to observe that cases of this descrip- 
tion wil] be in no way excluded by the registration of title to 
land. Under the Land Transfer Acts the trustees alone would 
appear on the register as the absolute owners of the land; the 
names of the beneficiaries and their mortgagees would have no 
place there: see Arden v. Arden (29 Ch. D. 702). The very 
unsatisfactory rules respecting notice would still operate, and 
would doubtless be more frequently called into play; as the 
tendency of a system of registration would be to place land in 
the names of trustees on the register, leaving the beneficial 
interests to be dealt with by private deeds. In fact, the way to 
save disputes is not to register the title to land, but to register 
deeds which do not carry possession with them, such as mort- 

ages and all dealings with reversions. Possibly also it might 
Be wise to replace the doctrine of notice to trustees by a system 
of registration of assignments and mortgages of reversionary 
interests in personalty. 





MORTGAGES OF REGISTERED LAND. 
II. 


In the previous article the question was discussed, what form 
of security should be required by a person proposing to take a 
mortgage of registered freehold land? Let us now consider 
what is the best form of security for the mortgagee to adopt in 
the case of a mortgage of registered leasehold land. Lease- 
holds likely to be mortgaged are of course of two kinds—long 
terms not subject to any rent or lessee’s covenants, and leases, 
such as building leases held at a ground-rent and subject to 
covenants to repair, &c., which impose a considerable liability 
on the lessee, but are nevertheless saleable for a substantial sum 
of money by reason of the number of years for which they 
secure the possession of the demised premises. Terms of the 
first kind are usually created by settlements for the purpose of 
raising portions for younger children, and in the case of 
unregistered land the mortgage of such a term is usually a very 
good security, so much so that the trustees of the term can 
generally raise the money required without incurring any 
personal liability for its repayment. The mortgagee’s 
remedies of sale, foreclosure, and entry into possession 
are as effectual as in the case of mortgage of free- 
holds; and if the mortgagees should be obliged to enter 
into possession, and should remain in possession until the equity 
of redemption is barred, they would have the advantage of 
being able to enlarge the term into a fee simple under the 
Conveyancing Act, Whore settled land is situate in a district 
Where registration of title is compulsory, the question at once 





arises, whether terms limited on trust to raise ions are 
terms created for mortgage purposes, and therefore incapable 
of beicg registered under the Land Transfer Acts? The 
answer is not clear, but it would seem that they are not, the 
usual trusts of a portions term being to raise the portions by 
the sale of timber or minerals or by mortgage or out of the 
rents and profits or phy other reasonable means, and the 
expression “‘ term created for mortgage jurposes ” appearing to 
denete the term limited for the ape giving to z mortgagee 
a leasehold estate by way of mortgage—that is, subject to 
redemption on repayment of money advanced, such as the term 
created on a mortgage of freeholds for a long term or a mort- 
gage of leaseholds by demise. If a term limited on trust to 
raise portions is not a term created for mortgage purposes, it 
will, of course, require to be registered when pas pes a with 
regard to land situate in a district where registration is com- 
pulsory. As regards a mortgage of a long term so registered 
and not subject to any rent or covenants, the same consideration 
seems to apply as in the case of a mortgage of freeholds. The 
mortgage may be made by a registered charge on the term, but 
the chargee under such a charge is at a disadvantage as com- 
pared with a mortgagee of a similar term in unregistered land 
as regards his remedy by entry into possession, and the mort- 
gagee’s interests will be better served by requiring him to be 
registered as the proprietor of the term. 

In the case of settled land, however, a new form of security 
was introduced by the Land Transfer Act, 1897. Under section 
6 of that Act either the tenant for life or trustees with power 
of sale may be registered as proprietor or proprietors of settled 
land ; by section 6, sub-section 7, the istered proprietor of 
settled land and all other necessary parties (if any) shall, on the 
request and at the expense of any person entitled to an estate, 
interest, or charge conveyed or created for securing money 
actually raised at the date of such request, charge the land in 
the prescribed manner with the payment of the money so raised ; 
and by section 6, sub-section 8, subject to the maintenance 
the right of the registered proprietor to deal by i 
disposition, or by way of mortgage by deposit, with any land 
whereof he is registered as proprietor, the estates, rights, and 
interests of the persons for the time being entitled under any 
settlement comprising the land shall be unaffected by the 
registration of that proprietor. This is apparently meant to 
meet the case where the settled land is registered but the term 
for raising portions is not registered, as it- need not be if 
created before the commencement of the Order in Council 
making registration compulsory. In such a case a person 
advancing money on the security of the term should 
take a mortgage of the term by deed in the usual form 
and also procure a regi from the registered 
proprietor; but he must be careful to stipulate, before 
advancing his money, that the mortgagor shall procure him 
this charge and shall pay the ex of procuring it. It is 
certainly not desirable, where settled land is registered, for the 
mortgagee of a portions term to have no other than an un- 
registered security. But the method introduced by the Act of 
1897 appears to involve a double investigation of title. The 
mortgageee must stipulate for a mortgage of the term and the 
registered charge, and must be satisfied that a good title is 
shewn to give either security. This involves investigation of 
the title not only to the term but also of the registered proprietor. 
And, owing “4 the omission in the Acts (as was noticed in the 

revious article) to give to a chargee under a registered charge 
aac title as is clieiieh oh 6 transferee a: pg wn 
transfer, and to the doubtful effect of the registration of any 
person as proprietor of settled land, difficult questions arise as 
to the power of such proprietor to grant, under the words of the 
Act above quoted, a registered charge giving al interest in 
the fee simple. Tnus Messrs. Bri e & Sheldon (Land 
Transfer Acts, 120) suggest that where the tenant for life is 
registered as the proprietor of settled land, he has no power 
under section 6, sub-section 7, of the Act of 1897 to give Ae 
mort of a portions term a registered charge on 
simple, but that he can give a registered = the term. 
If so, the effect of the Act is yoeeey eee. same learned 
writers appear to assume, though the writer has not discovered 
that they say that a term limited in trust to raise portions is a 
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term created for mortgage purposes and so incapable of registra- 
tion. 

If a term limited in trust to raise portions should have been 
registered and a mortgage be taken thereof, accompanied by a 
registered transfer of the term, it would not apparently be 
necessary to require a registered charge from the registered 
proprietor of the settled land as well, but for the doubt whether 
it might not be held that a portions term is a term created for 
mortgage purposes. Pending the decision of this point, however, 
it is better for the mortgagee to insist on having such a charge 
The result for some time to come, during which the registered 
titles to settled land will be mostly possessory and recently 
entered, will be increased difficulty and expense for those who 
have to borrow on the security of portions terms. 

Now as to mortgages of terms subject to rent and covenants. 
Where these have been registered, the statutory charge affords 
a convenient form of security. As the chargee appears to take 
an interest only, but no estate, in the land charged, there does 
not appear to be any such privity of estate between him and the 
lessor as will make him liable for the rent and covenants of the 
lease. It has been suggested that, as by section 24 of the Land 
Transfer Act, 1875, there is implied in a registered charge of 
leasehold land a covenant by the chargor to indemnify the 
chargee against the rents and covenants of the lease, the 
chargee must become liable to such rent and covenants. For if 
not, what necessity is there for him to be indemnified against 
them? To this question, it is conceived, the answer is that 
the chargee may have to pay such rent or perform such 
covenants himself, though not liable to the lessor, in 
order to avoid a forfeiture; and it is proper that he 
should be indemnified against any expense which may 
be so incurred. And the section cited merely gives the 
substance of the mortgagor’s covenant, which it has been usual 
to insert in a deed of mortgage of leaseholds by demise; in 
which case it has long been settled that the mortgagee incurs no 
liability to the lessor: see Davidson’s Prec. Conv., vol. 2, Part 
IL, 118, 421 (4th ed.). But, although the chargee under a 
registered charge of leaseholds does not appear to take the 
chargor’s estate, he will nevertheless be enabled by means of 
his power of sale to dispose of the whole term. It seems also 
that he can foreclose as against the equity of redemption in the 
whole term, and after foreclosure procure himself to be registered 
as proprietor of the whole term, though there is the same doubt 
as there is with regard to freeholds as to the time at and manner 
in which he will obtain the legal estate in the term. And of 
course there is the same disadvantage with regard to the remedy 
by entry into possession. It seems that in the case of the 
chargor’s bankruptcy and a disclaimer of the lease by his 
trustee, the chargee will be a person having an interest in the 
disclaimed property, and so competent to apply to the court for 
a vesting order under section 55, sub-section 6, of the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1883. But there appears to be a doubt as to the position 
of the owner of a registered charge on registered leasehold land 





with respect to application to the court under section 14 of the 
Conveyancing Act, 1881, and sections 4 and 5 of the Conveyancing | 
Act, 1892, forrelief against forfeiture for breach of covenant by the | 
lessee. In such a case it may be very important to a mortgagee of | 
the demised premises to obtain relief against the forfeiture ; but | 
whilst the sections cited extend the right to apply for such | 
relief to the assigns of the lessee and any person claiming as 
underlessee any estate or interest in the demised premises, they | 
do not appear to give any /ocus standi to a person who has a | 
mere interest, but no estate, in the demised premises, such as 
the interest of a chargee under a registered charge. On these 
accounts it is advisable for a person advancing money on the 
a of registered leasehold land to take a mortgage thereof 
by erlease in the usual form as well as a registered charge 
thereon. Such an underlease is, of course, « term created for 
© purposes, and therefore not capable of registration ; 
but notice thereof may be registered, if desired, under sections 
50 and 51 of the Land Transfer Act, 1875, and Land Transfer 
Rales, 1898, Nos. 166-169. And where such notice is given, 
the mortgagor's land certificate will be endorsed with a note of 
the entry: rule 166a (Land Transfer Rules, June, 1899, No. | 
i As regards the term granted by such underlease, it appears 
¢ the mortgagee will not be affected by section 12 of the Act | 





of 1897 as to acquiring title to registered land by possession 
adverse to that of the registered proprietor; and he will 
therefore have as good a remedy by entry into possession 
as in the case of unregistered land. The underlease will also 
give him a sufficient estate to enable him to apply for relief 
against a forfeiture for breach of covenant by the lessee. And 
further, the underlease will give him an opportunity, which 
may be useful, of selling the mortgaged land to a purchaser 
without the purchaser coming under the liability to the rent 
and covenants of the original lease. The question then arises 
whether the underlease should be contained in the statutory 
instrument of charge or should be made by a separate document, 
As the instrument of charge is required to be retained in the 
registry (Land Transfer Rules, 1898, r. 162), and as it does 
not appear that office copies issued under rule 229 of documents 
retained in the registry are made evidence thereof available for 
all purposes, it seems certainly better to take the underlease by 
a separate deed. The mortgagee can then retain the underlease 
in his own possession, and if it should be necessary to produce 
the same as evidence in any court, he can do so without the 
trouble and expense of calling upon the registrar to produce the 
same in court for the purpose required. 

When a building lease or similar lease of land situate in a 
district where registration is compulsory is about to be granted, 
and it is intended that the demised premises shall be mortgaged 
immediately afterwards, the mortgagee proposing to take a 
mortgage by demise as well as a registered charge, care must 
be taken that the mortgagor shall be registered as proprietor of 
the leasehold land intended to be mortgaged before he executes 
the mortgage by demise. For until such registration the mort- 
gagor does not obtain the legal estate in the term granted 
to him, and cannot therefore grant the legal interest by way of 
underlease to the mortgagee. It is true that under rule 78 of 
the Land Transfer Rules, 1898, the lease and a disposition 
thereof by the lessee may be delivered together for registration 
within fourteen days after the date of the lease, and in such case 
the disposition shall have the same effect in every respect as if it 
had been executed subsequently to the registration of the lessee 
as proprietor of the land. But this rule appears only to apply 
to dispositions capable of registration. It enables the lease and 
the instrument of charge to be delivered together for registra- 
tion, and gives to the charge when registered the same effect as 
if it had been executed after registration of the lessee as pro- 
prietor of the land. But the rule does not appear to give any 
prospective effect to dispositions which are not capable of 
registration, such as an underlease granted for mortgage 
purposes. As to the mortgage by demise, therefore, the 
common law rule applies that the mortgagor can only grant such 
estate or interest as he has at the time of the grant; he cannot 
pass the legal estate before he has it himself. Aad it is not 
advisable that in such a case the mortgage by demise 
shall be executed by the mortgagor, before the term is 
vested in him at law, as an escrow; for it is doubtful 
whether the subsequent delivery of the deed would avail to 
make it a perfect grant of an underlease valid at law: see 3 
Rep. 35; Co. Litt. 484; Shepp. Touch. 60 (Preston’s ed.). 
The manner in which such a transaction is carried out may cause 
a difference in the amount of stamp duty payable. if no charge 
be taken until the mortgagor has been registered as the pro- 
prietor of the leasehold land intended to be mortgaged, the 
mortgage by demise may be executed first and stamped asa 
mortgage deed, and then by rule 164 of the Land Transfer 
Rules, 1898, the instrument of charge will bear no stamp duty. 
But if the lease and the instrument of charge be delivered 
together for registration under rule 78, then the instrument of 
charge must be stamped as a mortgage, and the deed of 
mortgage by demise, to be executed swbsequently to the 
registration of the mortgagor as proprietor, will have to bear 4a 
ad valorem stamp duty at the rate of sixpence per £100 as 
a security by way of further assurance: see Stamp Act, 1891, 
First Schedule, tit. Mortgage. 

The writer must disclaim any intention of hostility towards 
the system of registration of title, which, if well regulated, is 
capable of conferring great benefit on the community. His 
only aim is to lay before the profession the considerations by 
which, he, conceives, those instructed to advise intending 
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mortgagees of registered land must be guided. With respect 
to unregistered land, the rights and remedies of mortgagees are 
thoroughly well ascertained ; and the natural inquiry on behalf 
of an intending mortgagee of registered land seems to be, 
whether in accepting a registered charge he will have as good 
a security in all respects as he would have under a mortgage of 
unregistered land in the established form, and if not, in what 
repects will his security be deficient. In these. articles the 
writer has merely endeavoured to give the answer to these 
inquiries, and to suggest, from the point of view of one 
instructed to advise mortgagees, means whereby the dis- 
advantages observable in a registered charge may be remedied. 
Whether mortgagees will accept the security of a registered 
charge notwithstanding its deficiencies is a matter for them- 
selves to determine. And whether mortgagors will be able to 
borrow all the money they want on the security of registered 
charges is a question which will be settled by the state of the 
money market. 

It is to be hoped that, if the operation of the Land Transfer 
Acts is to be in any way extended, they will be carefully 
considered and amended. T. Cyprian WItiaMs. 








DETERMINATION OF POWER OF ATTORNEY BY 
SUBSEQUENT MENTAL INCAPACITY, 


Ir is somewhat singular that, at a time when lunacy is 
admittedly on the increase, there should not be any distinct 
authority as to the constantly arising question, raised, but not 
decided, so long ago as 1855, in Duke v. Beaufort and Glen (3 
W. R. 463), whether the donee of a power of attorney can act 
during the mental incapacity of his principal. In theory, as in 
principle, there would not at first sight appear to be any 
difficulty, for it seems at least reasonable to conclude that the 
incapacity of the principal must determine the authority of the 
agent. So far, of course, as the person acting in pursuance of 
the power comes within the provisions of section 47 of the 
Conveyancing Act, 181, or sections 8 or 9 of the Conveyancing 
Act, 1882, the lunacy or unsoundness of mind is immaterial. 

In the case of Drew v. Nunn (27 W. R. 810, L. R. 4Q. B. 661) 
Brett, L.J., treats the general question, whether insanity of the 
principal puts an end to the authority of the agent, as one upon 
which there had not been any satisfactory conclusion, but 
states that, in his opinion, the authority is thus determined, 
upon the ground that where such a change occurs to the 
principal that he cannot any longer act for himself, the agent 
whom he has appointed cannot any longer act for him. A power of 
attorney, however, is of itself a holding out or assertion by the 
principal that the agent may act for him, and accordingly the 
court held that as, by the supervention of insanity, the principal 
cannot withdraw the authority, a person acting bond fide under 
the power, without notice of the insanity, had a right to 
enter into a contract as with the principal, and that the 
principal was bound accordingly. The conduct of the agent 
in continuing to act after notice of the insanity may have been 
wrongful, but this would only be material as between himself 
and his principal, and the hardship on the principal of suffering 
for not having revoked a power which he was mentally incapable 
of revoking can only be considered as among the misfortunes 
incident to insanity. ‘The decision is of value so far it as goes, 
but it is somewhat discounted by the care which the court 
took to doubt whether partial mental derangement, or 
anything short of dementia, would amount to a revocation 
of the authority, as mere weakness of mind is insufficient to 
exempt anyone from responsibility in respect of his 
engagements. 

In the later case of Grove v. Johnston (25 L. R. Ir. 352), 
which raised the ran of the liability of sureties for 
a collector who had been found a lunatic before he could collect 
any of the moneys for which the sureties were sued in the action, 
Hoimzs, J., treated it as settled law that the authority of an 
agent is revoked by the lunacy of his principal; but held, with 
regret, that although, for the purposes of the case, the capacity 
of the collector to perform his duties was as completely put an 
end to by his lunacy as if he had died, he was bound by the 
analogy of an earlier case where the incapacity had arisen from 


aralysis. The majority of the court, however, did not feel any 


difficulty in the case; and, whilst Drew v. Nunn (ubi 
supra) as an authority for the proposition that the authority of 
the agent is determined by the lunacy of the principal, decided 
in favour of the sureties on the ground that it was not reason- 
able to suppose that it was in the contemplation of the contract- 
ing parties, when they made their bond, that the lunacy of 
their principal would supervene and — him of all 
capacity to act. There is a distinction to drawn on this 
point between physical and mental infirmity, and the only 
real principle laid down is the somewhat vague one “that 
mental health, like physical health, is but a form of the ability 
to perform which the law makes an understood condition of 
every contract, and that the nature and effect of that disability 
must vary according to the thing to be performed.” 

The extent of this disability is thus a question of fact for 
determination by a jury or some competent authority, and i: is 
submitted that, on the present state of the authorities, the 
proper conclusion for the practitioner’s conduct, in cases outside 
the express provisions of the Conveyancing Acts, is that, whilst 
dealings with the donee of a power of attorney made after the 
insanity has supervened are certainly good as against the 
principal’s estate if the parties dealing with the attorney had 
not any notice of the insanity, and are possibly good even with 
notice of incapacity, if it is only physical, or if mental is not 
total, yet in cases where there is a notice of actual insanity or 
unsoundness of mind duly ascertained, the power of attorney 
must be treated as no longer of any validity, and that nothing 
short of proceedings in Lunacy can be accepted as sufficient 
to bind the property of the principal. 








REVIEWS. 
BOOKS RECEIVED. 


Oke’s Magisterial Formulist : being a Collection of Forms and Pre- 
cedents for Practical use in all Cases out of Quarter Se«stons and in 
Parochial Matters by Magistrates, their Clerks, Solicitors, and Con- 
stables, Eighth Edition. By Czcm Grorce Dovc.as, Esq., Chief 
Clerk, Mansion House Justice Room, London. Butterworth & Co. 

Agricultural Holdings. The Agricultural Holdings Acts, 1883 and 
1900, and other Agricultural Statutes, including those relatiog to 
Distress, Game, and Workmen’s Com tion. Arranged, with 
Notes and Forms, by J. M. Lety, M.A., aud W. Hansury Accs, 
M.A., LL.M., Barristers-at-Law. Founded on Lely and Pearce’s 
Agricultural Holdings. William Clowes & Sons (Limited). 

A Manual of the Practice of the Supreme Court of Judicature in 
the King’s Bench and Chancery Divisions, inteoded for the use of 
Students and the Profession. By Joun INDERMAUR, Solicitor. 
Eighth Edition. Stevens & Haynes. 


CORRESPONDENCE, 
MORTGAGES OF REGISTERED LAND. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 

Sir,—There is one conclusive objection to relying on a registered 
charge only. It is, that the mortgagee has not possession of his 
security, which is retained by the registry, and a certificate of its 
effect issued. At least, that is so except ia the case of mortgages to 
building and friendly societies. 

For the reason given, I have come to the conclusion that it is 
necessary to take a mo in the ordinary form (which is properly 
stamped) and also a registered charge. The latter is taken to prevent 
any deali with the land by the mortgagor, and the former is 
taken in order that if the mortgagee has to sue for his principal or 
interest, or to get of the mortgaged property, he may be 
able to do so without going to the Land Registry to uoce and 
prove his security, without which of course he could not get 
judgment. 

Why building and benefit sovieties should be allowed to take 
securities in their own forms, and to retain possession of them, while 
ordinary mortgagees are not, is one of the anomalies (which are 
many) in the practice of the Land Registry, and which I venture to 
think will have to be swept away if com: istration is to be 
made applicable to the City of London. It is to be expected 
that ban will be williog to consent to have their securities filed 
at Linooln’s-inn instead of retaining them in their own i 














JoHN ApaMs, 
66, Cannon-street, March 18. 
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SETTLEMENT ESTATE DUTY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—It may be within the knowledge of such of your readers as 
have some acquaintance with these matters that, owing to the 
continuance of an error in departmental practice under the Finance 
Act, only recently effectually checked, duties in excess of those 
legally payable were for nearly six years exacted in respect of 

icultural property in Ireland. 

It is noteworthy, however, that while this and some other kinds of 
excessive demands have been exposed, there is oue that, instead 
of being checked, has been, as it were, added to the statute, and 
brought within the charge of settlement estate duty. 

In the course of the proceedings before the Court of Appeal in the 
Attorney-General v. Clarkson (1900, 1 Q. B, 156) it transpired that, 
by a concurrence of accidents originating in the introduction of an 
erroneous departmental practice, the area of taxation for settlement 
estate duty under the Finance Act, 1894, was extended beyond the 
area of the enactment. 

It is, be it observed, ‘‘ settled property” that under the Act of 
1894 was charged with settlement estate duty, but in official practice 
property liable to be settled came to be treated as property presently 
and actually settled. The Revenue claim in the case of the Attorney- 
General v. Fairley (1897, 1 Q. B. 698) was made on this erroneous 
basis, the decision of the court treatiog property liable to be settled 
as if it were actually settled at the date of the death, 
and the provision in section 14 of the Act of 1898 was passed 
to redress the evident fiscal injustice of levying this duty 
on such property, and proceeding on the assumption that it 
was right, affirmed in substance the decision in the case of the 
Attorney-General v. Fairley, and it was thus through an error in official 

ice leading up to a judicial error, and the unwitting action of the 

islature, that a new demesne was added to the area for the charge 

of estate duty—vide observations of the Master of the Rolls in the 
Appeal Court in the case of the Attorney-General v. Clarkson. 

I may be permitted also to advert to a new demand in course of 
being made for settlement estate duty on annuities or rent-charges 
given for a life as creating thereby a settlement and liable to settle- 
ment estate duty. The previous practice was to treat as “settled 

” an annuity for a life charged on personal estate given 
absolutely, with a direction that a sufficient portion of the property 
should be set apart to provide for the annuity, but it was not the 
practice to treat the gift of a simple annuity chsrged on personal 
estate, or a rent-charge for life on real estate, as creating a settlement of 
so much of the property as would be required for the payment of 
the annuity or rent-charge during the life. 

This change has aris«n since the decisions in the cases of Attorney- 
General v. Owen and Attorney-General v. Coulson (1899, 2 Q. B. 243) 
The former case merely settled that if an annuity 1s given by will to 
ove for life, with a direction to invest and set apart a fuod sufficient 
to provide for the annuity, this fund is settled property, and the 
latter that if an annuity is given to one for life, and at the death of 
the annuitant a cspital sum is given to another, there is a settlement 
of the capital sum provided, but there is nothing in either case to 
suggest that the gift of a simple annuity charged on real or personal 
estate for a life would have such an effect. 

As regards an annuity charged on real estate devised in fee, it has 
indeed been suggested that a part of the real estate sufficient to yield 
the — must be considered as settled. It may be not:ced, on the 
other , that no such inference is left to ingenuity or mere con- 
jecture in the second section of the Settled Land Act, from which the 
definition of a settlement is teken. It is not matter of inference, but 
definition to quote section 2 (2) of the said Act that “ An estate or 
interest in a remainder or reversion not disposed of by a settlement, 
and reverting to the settior or descending to the testator’s heir, is, 
for the purpose of this Act, an estate or interest coming to the settlor 
or heir under or by virtue of the settlement, avd comprised in the 
subject of the settlement.” The provis‘on contained in sub-section 
2 (7) also precludes auy mere snnuitent from cleiming the position of 
tenant for life, so that there cannot be in fact a settlement of so 
much of the property as the annuitant is entitled to, or, if the anuuity 
exceeded boa income of the property, a contingent settlement of the 

f. 

In short, it is by no means obvious how, if an annuitant or rent- 
cannot claim the position of s tenant for life uuder the Settled 

ad Act, the creation of an annuity or rent-charge to sink into the 
capital or into the fee upon # death can operate to make the property 
charged, or any portion of it, settled within the meaning of the 
Pimance Act, in the absence of an express definition that such a 
creation shall be deemed to effect a settlement. 


WILtiam Witson, 
45, Dame-street, Dublin, March 18. 








Mr. Justice Byrne, who has been suffering from influenza and bronchitis, 
though now convalescent, is still weak and unable to return to his duties. 





NEW ORDERS, &c. 
THE LAND TRANSFER ACT, 1897. 

At the Court at Saint James’s, on the 9th of March, 1901.—Present, 
The Kwg’s Most Excelient Majesty in Council. 

Whereas it is expedieut that the operation of the Order in Council, 
dated the 18th of July, 1898, and made pursuant to ‘‘ The Land 
Tranefer Act, 1897” should be further postponed as regards the City 
of London, Now it is hereby ordered and declared that the suid 
order is to be read and to take effect as if instead of the words “first 
of May, 1901” the words “‘ first of January, 1902” had been inserted 
in the Schedule thereto. A. W. FitzRoy. 


TRANSFERS OF ACTIONS. 
Orpezs or Court. 
Tuesday, the 12th day of March, 1901. 

I, Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord High Uhancellor of Great 
Britain, do nereby order that the action mentioned in the Schedule hereto 
shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Wright. 

SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Kexewicu (1900—H.—No. 3,450). 


In the Matter of Hearns Limited. Henry Edward Thornton v. Heatns 
Limited. Hatssupy, 0. 
Friday, the 15th day of March, 1901. 
I, Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbuzy, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do hereby order that the action mentioned in the Schedule hereto 
shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Wright. 
SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Joyce (1901—A.—No. 254). 
In the Matter of the Albert Court Estate Company Limited. Francis 
Edwin Rosher v. Albert Court Estate Company Limited and L. A. A. 
Jones and H. A. Richardson. Hatssury, CO. 











CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
FULLICK v. EVANS, O'DONNELL, & CO. (LIM.). No. 1. 12th March, 
Masrer AND SERVANT—COMPENSATION FOR InsuRIEs BY AccIDENT—EmMPLoy- 

MENT—‘‘ Enorvggrtinc Work ’*—‘“‘ Rartroap’’—ERecrion oF SIGNAL 

Box on New Ratuway—Woxrkmen’s Compgneation Act, 1897 (60 & 61 

Vict. c. 37), s. 7. 

Appeal from the award of Judge Lumley Smith, K.C., at the 
Westminster County Court, under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 
1897. Tne applicant for compensation was a labourer in the employment 
of Evans, U’vonnell, & Co. (Limited), who were railway sigualling 
engineers. The employers were at the time of the acciaent ior whicn 
compensation was ciaimed engiged in erecting a signal box, including 
signals and levers for working tae points, on a railway which was being 
constructed by another contractor. The applicant was employed in 
punching holes in the concrete foundation of the signal box, when he was 
injured by an accident. Tne county court judge heid that the applicant 
was at the time of the accident employed in “engineering work’’ within 
the definition in section 7, sub-secuuon 2, of the Workmen’s Compensation 
Act, 1897, as the work which was being contracted for by his employers 
was the ‘‘construction of a railroad’’ within that definition, and he 
awarded the applicant 11s. a week. The employers appealed. 

Tue Covrr (A. L. Suiru, M.R., Cortivs and Romer, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the ty 

A. L. Smrrn, M.RB., said that ‘engineering work’’ was defined by 
section 7, sub-section 2, of the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, as 

g ‘‘ any work of construction or alteration or repair of a railroad,” 
&c. It was not denied thatif the word “railway ”’ been used, instead 
of the word railroad, the Act would have applied, because of the wide 
definition of ‘‘ railway ’’ in the Regulation ot Railways Act, 1873, which 
was a in section 7, sub-section 2, of the Act of 1897. It was 
contended that the Legislature by using the word ‘‘railroad ’’ in contrast 
to “‘railway’’ intended ne ae | narrower, and intended to include 
therein only the permanent way and works directly connected therewith. 
He could not draw any such inference from this Act. He could see no 
distinction between a railroad and a railway. 

Coitiss, L.J., agreed. Whether one spoke of a railroad or a railway, 
in his opinion the signal-box came within the term, 

Komen, L.J., agreed. The word “ railroad’’ was used in this Act in 
the popular sense as including everything which waa necessary part of @ 
railway looked at as a going undertaking.—UounseL, Ruegg, K.O., and 
A. G, McIntyre; W. B. Ball. Sorswirons, Bell, Brodrick, ¢ Gray; CO. Ff. 


James, 
(Beported by W. ¥. Banny, Barrister-at-Law.) 


CUBA SUBMARINE TELEGRAPH CO. v. WEST INDIA AND PANAMA 
TELEGRAPH 00. No. 2, 15th March. 


Contzact—Buzacu oy Oonruactr—* Tztzcrarnic Communication ’’— 
Ixsunction—Damace, 


This was an 





from Farwell, J. A an “pemet dated the Jlet 
OWb : 


of January, 1870, it wae provided as fol ) The Cuva Co, would 
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forward by the West India Oo. all telegraphic messages received by or sent 
through the lines of the Cuba Oo. for any part of the world with w. the 
West India Oo. might be in telegraphic communication. (3) The West 
India Co. would forward by the Cuba Oo. all messages sent through the 
West India Co. for such places as the Cuba Co. might be ia telegraphic 
communication with. (4) Each company would assist by every means in 
their power to develop the business of the other company. (5) Neither 
company wovld enter into any arrangement with any other company or 
peteons, OF be interested in any telegraphic line, which might pre- 
judicial to the interests of the other — without consent ; but each 
company might send messages over their lines at the request of the sender 
without solicitation by any competing lines, provided that the other com- 
pany shared in the amount »ccruing in respect of such messages in pro- 
portion to the amount each company would have received in case the 
mes: ages had g: ne over the lines ot both com es. The plaintiffs alleged 
that by means of the defendants’ cables the plaintiffs were in telegraphic 
communication with all places directly served by the defendants’ cables 
and with places beyond with which the defendants were in telegraphic 
communication. A new cable had recently been laid between Bermuda 
and Jamaica by the Direct West India Oable Oo., and by means of such 
cable and of cables of companies allied with the Direct Uo. the plaintiffs 
alleged that competition with the business of the plaintiffs and defendants 
was threatened. The plaintiffs further alleged that the defendants 
threatened, in breach of clause 5 of the ment, to with the 
Direct Co. to transmit messages at a rate lower than the local rate, and 
alo threatened to arrange terms with the District Co. which would enable 
a message from London handed by the Direct Co. at Jamaica to the 
defendants to be transmitted to Jamaica at a rate not greater than the 
through rate which had been agreed upon by the plaintiffs and defendants. 
The plaintiffs accordingly claimed an injunction to restrain the defendants 
from entering into any agreement or arrangement in breach of the afore- 
said agreement, and which might be prejudicial to the plaintiffs. The 
defendants contended that the interpretation put forward by the plaintiffs 
of the agreement was too wide, and that the only places with which the 
plaintiffs were in telegraphic communication were the places actually 
served by their ewn lines. Farwell, J., gave judgment for the plaintiffs. 
The plaintiffs now appealed. 

Tue Court (Ricny, VaucHan Wu.1aMs, and Sriatine, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal, subject to a slight modification in the form of the judgment. 
Their lordships held that the construction of the words “ telegraphic com- 
munication ’’ contended for by the defendants was inadmissible. In their 
_— a company might be in telegraphic communication with a place 
which was not reached by their own tines. In the ordinary acceptation of 
the words a company was in yo communication with any place to 
which in the ordinary course of business it could send a telegram, and in 
the agreement in question those words ought to bear their ordinary 
meaning. It was, however, one thing to say that a particular thing was 
within the agreement, and quite another to say that it ought to be 
restrained by injunction. The object of this agreement was to prevent 
competition, and if a breach of tne agreement did not let in any com- 
petitor, the plaintiffs would not be injured and no injunction ought to be 
granted. ‘The injunction would therefore be confined to cases in which 
the plaintiffs would be damaged by competition.—CounsgL, Haldane, K.C., 
Younger, K.0., and A. F. Peterson; Swinfen Eady, K.C., Hughes, K.O., and 
Hatfield Green. Soxtcitors, Bircham § Co. ; Bowman § Curtis Hayward. 

{Reported by 8. BE. Wiii14mMs, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re KNOTT END RAILWAY ACT, 1898. No. 2. 13th March. 


Rarpway — Orngprror — Recetven — Lins Nor Orzn ro Trarric— 
JuRispicrion—Kaitway Companres Act, 1867 (30 & 31 Vicr. c. 127), s. 4. 
This was an appeal by the railway company against a decision of 
Ferwell, J. A petition was presented by judgment creditors for the 
uppointment of a receiver of the undertaking of the Knott End Railway 
Co. under section 4 of the Railway Companies Act, 1867. The company 
was incorporated by an Act passed in 1898 to construct a light railway 
n Knott End and Pilling, in the county of Lancaster, and for other 
pees. The said Act provided (inter alia) that the railway should 
constructed and worked as a light railway subject to the 
provisions of Part V. of the Regulation of Railways Act, 1868, that the 
capital of the company should be £50,000 in 10,000 shares of £5 each, and 
that if the railway should not be completed within five years from the 
lith of August, 1898, the powers granted by the Act should cease except as 
to so much thereof as should then be completed. The whole of the capital 
authorized by the Act was offered for subscription, but only 1,171 shares of 
£5 were subscribed for. The total amount paid up on such shares is about 
£5,835. Under en agreement of the 4th of November, 1898, between the 
company and the contractor, Mr, Robert Worthington, the contractor 
agreed to construct and complete the railway, and by a supplemental 
agreement the consideration payable to the contractor was to be paid as 
to £6,000 in cash and as to £28,000 in fully-paid shares of the company. 
One thousand and fourceen shares of the company had accordingly been 
allotted to the contractor or his nominees. ‘Che company proceeded to 
purchase lands and to construct the railway, but it had not yet been com- 
. The anent way has been formed and fenced, but no rails 
ve been laid. The land for the station at Knott End has not yet been 
acquired, and some purchases of other land for the ent way have 
hot yet been completed. The petitioners on the 15th of August, 1900, 
Obtained a judgment against the com for £2,982 15a, for debt and 
£7 10s, for costs in the Queen’s Bench Division, which judgment is stil) in 
force and unsatisfied. Un the 9th of February, 1900, a firm of solicitors 
had elso obtained judgment against the company for about £1,500 and had 


execution, and under thet execution had seized and sold about 


#0 tcus of rails on the property of the company, but that, 





judgment remained in part unsatisfied. It was agreed that the 
company had no assets or peer mene upon which execution 
could be levied. Section 4 of ilway Companies Act, 1867, is as 
follows: ‘‘Tnoe engines, tenders, . . . and effects constituting the 
rolling-stock and plant used or provided by a company for the purpose of 
the traffic on their railway, or of their stations or workshops, shali not, 
after their railway or any part thereof is open for public traffic, be liable 
to be taken in execution at law or in equity where tne judgment on which 
execution issues is recovered in an action or a contract entered into after 
the passing of this Act, or in an action not on a contract commenced after 
the parsing of this Act; but the person who has recovered any such 
judgment may obtain the appointment of a receiver, and, if necessary, of a 
munager, of the un of the company on application by petition in 
@ summary way to the Oourt of Chancery . . . ; and all money 
ee by such senee ae Sane SE after due ge for — 
working e 8 of the railway and other proper outgoings in respect 

the undertaking, be applied and distributed . - in payment of the 
debts of the company . . .’’ The questions raised were whether, in 
the circumstances of the present case, the coart had jurisdiction to app»int 
a receiver, and, if so, whether it would m the exercise of its discretion 
make the appointment. Farwell, J., held that there was jurisdiction, and 
appointed a receiver. The railway company appealed. 
ime Covrr (Ricsy, Vaveuan WILLI4Ms, Srmurme, LJJ) allowed 


e appeal. 

Ricsy, L.J.—This case raises an important question as the construction 
of section 4 of the Act of 1867. I do not think that on the present 
occasion it is necessary to lay down any final and complete rule as to the 
jurisdiction of the court under the section in all circum-tances. It seems 
to me sufficient to say that in the circumstances of the present case there is 
nothing to justify the appointment of a receiver. Section 4 prohibits any 
execution being levied upon the rolling-stock and plant of a railway 
company after the railway has been open for traffic, but in other respects 
it leaves the powers of judgment creditors quite unaffected. The second 
part of the section gives a new remedy in place of that taken away—viz., 
the appointment of a receiver in certain cares. What is the duty of a 
receiver ae under this section? He has to receive the profits 
of the railway as a going concern. It is not suggested that in the 
present case there are any outstanding debts of the company 
which the receiver could receive. All he could receive w be 
the profits of the line as a going concern when they arose. If there were 
no other circumstances to be taken into account, I should have thought it 
clear that a receiver ought not to be appointed until the line is either 
opened or is going to be opened, because only under those 
would the appointment of a receiver be efficacious. It has been urged 
that the two parts of eection 4 are so wholly independent of each other that 
they must be treated as if they were distinct sections. I it against 
that view. No court by its finding can alter facts, or say one section 
is two. In my opinion the decision in Re The Manchester and Milford Rail- 
way Co. (14 Cn. D. 645) hasno such effect. What was really meant by that 
decision was that it is not necessary to shew that a creditor has been 
deprived of a particular right before he can avail himself of the general 
right conferred by the section. I must not be understood as 
tnat there is jurisdiction to appoint a receiver before the line is 
open for traffic. But I think that in any case it is not the practice of the 
court to assume a jurisdiction to appoint a receiver who would have no 
duties to perform for some considerabie time and who might never have 
any duties to perform atall. That alone is a sufficient ground for saying 
that a receiver ought not now to be appointed. Until the lime opens I do 
not think there is anything for him to do atall. I also think that if 
a receiver were appointed any creditor who had a right to seize any 
particular chattel of the company would be able to obtain leave from the 
court to seize it notwithstanding the appointment. The reason he 
has to get leave of the court is that he could not interfere with an officer of 
the court without getting leave of the court, not tnat his rights are 
limited by the appoiutment. I cannot see what would be the use of 
appointing a receiver in this case, and I think it would be contrary to the 

ractice of the court to make the tment. I think, there! 
the order of the learned judge shoul i s 

Vavucnan Wiis, L.J., assented, because he understood that, accord- 
ing to the practice of the Chancery Division, it was not usual to appoiot 
in such a case a receiver who would have no functions to perform. He 
was not, however, eatisfied that there would be no jurisdiction to appoint 
a receiver before the line was opened, nor was he satisfied that after the 
appointment of a receiver it would be possible for a judgment creditor to 

with an execution against the company. 

Srratine, L.J., concur: the existence of the jurisdiction 
of the court to appoint a receiver, ~ — the case was not one in 
which the j ction ought to be ed. He thought that the 
appointment of a receiver would realty be an obstacle to the completion 
of the line.—Counsni, Phipson Beale, K.C., and Martelli ; Bidon Bankes, K.C. 
and Maughan. Soxrrcrrons, Ashurst, Morris, Crisp, ¢ Co. ; Rowelifts, Rawle, 
$ Co, for Houghton, Myers, § Reveley, Preston. 

(Reported by J. I. Srincuve, Barnster-at-Law, | 
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High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re SPINDLER AND MEARS’ CONTRACT. Farwell, J. 
12th and 13th March. 

Verpor anp Pvrcnassr— Conprrrons or Sats — “* Norwrrustaxpme 
Interneviate ok Pexprve Lieveanen *'—Powarrn to Ruscrxnp—Norrca ro 
Ruscinp Panpixne Paocuapmes—Costs, 

Summons under the Vendor and Purchaser Act, 18Ti. The property 
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was in May, 1900, put up for sale by auction under conditions one of 
which was as follows: ‘‘ If the purchaser shall insist on any objection or 
requisition which the vendors shall be unable or unwilling to comply with, 
and shall not withdraw the same after being required so to do, the 
vendors shall (notwithstanding any attempt to remove the same or that 
there shall have been any intermediate or pending negotiation, proceed- 
ing. or litigation, and although they may have insisted that all or any of 
the objections and requisitions are or is untenable) be at liberty, by 
notice in writing signed by their solicitors, to rescind the contract, and 
shall thereupon return to the purchaser his deposit, but without 
any interest, costs of investigating the title, or other compensa- 
tion or payment whatsoever.’”? The property not being sold in May, 
the plaintiff entered into a contract on the 19th of June, 1900, to purchase 
it subject to the particulars and conditions of sale so far as they applied 
to a sale by private contract. The abstract of title having been delivered, 
the purchaser sent in voluminous requisitions, to which the vendor 
delivered answers. On the 20th of July the purchaser delivered replies. 
On the 24th of July the purchaser took out this summons, asking for a 
declaration that the plaintiff’s objections to the title had not been 
sufficiently answered, and in particular, that the title was defective on 
certain specified grounds, and for a return of his deposit moneys and costs. 
Bot4 parties filed evidence, and the summons now came on for hearing, 
when counsel for the vendor stated that they had on that day required 
the purciaser to withdraw his requisitions, and given him notice to 
rescind the contract. The vendor now asked that the purchaser should 
pay the costs of the summons up to the date of the notice to rescind : 
Duddel! vy. Simpson (15 W. RB. 115, L. R. 2 Oh. 102), Isaacs v. Towell (1898, 
2 Ch. 285). The purchaser contended that the court could not do this 
without going into the merits of the case, for which there were at present 
no materials; also that the power to rescind could not be exercised after 
judgment: Re Arbib and Class’s Contract (39 W. R. 302; 1891, 1 Ch. 601). 
Farwett, J.—In this case the purchaser took out a summons under the 
Vendor and Parchaser Act, 1874, on the 24th of July last. The parties 
_ went into evidence. The summons came on for hearing yesterday, and 
counsel then stated that the vendor had that afternoon served the pur- 
chaser with a notice to rescind the contract, and they asked for the dis- 
missal of the summons without costs. The question turns upon the word- 
ing of one of the conditions of sale. [Here his lordship read the condition 
asabove.] That makes a case practically indistinguishable from that of 
Duddeil v. Simpson (ubi supra). I cannot suppose that the two Lords 
Justices, in ordering the vendor to pay costsin that case, overlooked the 
point arising on the construction of the condition. They decided that 
the vendor must pay the costs up to the time when he gave notice to 
rescind I am bound by that decision. And upon the construction of 
this condition I think that, as the costs of investigating the title are specifi- 
cally mentioned, the parties probably intended to exclude costs which 
are only payable under an order of the court. But, however 
that may be, I cannot refuse to follow a decision of the Court of Appeal 
merely because the Lords Justices did not fully state the grounds of their 
decision. Counsel for the vendor urged that there is nothing before me 
upon which I can decide the question of costs upon the merits. I cannot 
agree with him. I think it was very unreasonable on the vendor’s part to 
let things go on until the summons was ready for hearing, and very hard 
upon the purchaser that the vendor should let him go on incurring all the 
costs and not make up his mind to rescind until the very last moment. 
These are quite sufficient grounds for making him pay the costs.—CownsgL, 
Butcher, K.C., and Philpotts; Upjohn, K.©%., and Beaumont. Soxicirors, 

H. Mear ; Upton & Britton. 

(Reported by W. H. Draper, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Probate, &c., Division. 


In the Goods of JAMES DOLBY BELHAM (Deceased). RICHARDES v. YATES, 
Barnes, J. 12th Feb. and 11th March. 
Provate—Practice —ADMINISTRATION Bonp—Oreprtor’s Rigut to Retain 

Assets—Not **‘ Unputy’’ Prererrine. 

This was a motion on behalf of Roderick Clement Richardes (the 
plaintiff in an administration action) to vary an administration bond 
which had been granted on the 25th of November, 1898, to the defendant 
Joseph Graham Yates. It appeared that the deceased had in his 
lifetime entered into certain building contracts, and at his death 
was indebted to both the plaintiff and defendant. The defendant 
took over the deceased’s building contracts, and on taking out 
letters of administration to his estate entered into the bond in 
question. The bond provided, inter alia, that the defendant should 
administer according to law ‘ rateably and proportionately and accordiog 
to the priority required by law and not unduly preferring his own debt.’’ 
The plaintiff sought to have the word “ unduly’ struck out of the bond 
and to have the bond otherwise altered so as to carry out the true 
intention of the court in granting the bond. In the caee of Davies v. 
Parry (1899, 1 Ch. 602) Romer, J., held that the bond gave the adminis- 
trator the power of ‘‘ preferring” so long as he did not do it “‘ unduly.” 
The view that the court took in that case was that the bond still left it 
open to the administrator to retain his own debt so long as the law allowed 
him the right of retainer and so long as he did not in that respect act unduly. 
In consequence of that decision the defendant sought to swamp the estate 
with his own debt and not to pay rateably. It was, however, contended 
on his behalf that, as he had entered into a contract with the court, the 
court could not act with a high hand and practically force a new contract 
upon him. Farther, the defendant had, it was argued, a right of retainer 


the grant of administration (which was asked for in the alternative), such 
revocation would be ineffectual. The cases Re Rhoades (1899, 2 Q. B. 347), 
In the Goods of Brackenbury (2 P. D. 272), Re Jones (31 Ch. Div. 440), 
Blackborough v. Davis (1 Salk. 38), In the Goods of Baddeley (60 L. T.N.§, 
235); Williams on Executors, p. 503; Weekly Notes, the 23rd of 
December, 1899. 

Barngs, J., in dismissing the motion, said: The court is asked to do 
one of two things, but as it is I think that I can do neither one 
thing nor the other. I do not think that I can alter the bond, for 
the court cannot make a new contract with the administrator. Nor 
can I effectively do what was suggested in In the Goods of Brackenbury. No 
doubt the court has power to revoke the grant, but I cannot see that the 
creditor and administrator have acted improperly. There still remains this 
difficulty also. In Williams on Executors, 503, itis said, ‘‘ If administration 
be committed to a creditor and afterwards repealed at the suit of the next-of- 
kin, the creditor shall retain against the rightful administrator and his dig. 
poeal of goods even pending his citation till sentence of repeal is good”; 
Blackborough v. Davies (1 Salk. 38). Further, in Re Rhoades (1899, 2 Q. B. 
347) Lindley, M.R., said, ‘‘ The older common law authorities go far to 
shew that if an executor was a creditor of his deceased testator and had 
assets in his hands sufficient to psy his debt (and all others of a higher 
degree if any), such debt was treated as extinguished.”? Therefore, even 
if I revoked the grant of administration, it would not destroy the right of 
retainer. For these reasons I cannot accede to this motion, but will give 
the applicant every facility, if he so desires it, to go to the Oourt of 
Appeal. Following In the Goods of Brackenbury, the costs must be paid out 
of the estate. — CounseL, Bargrave Deane, K.O., and Griffith Jones; 
Ingpen, K.0., and Whinney. Soxrtcrrors, Woosnam § Smith, for Smith ¢ 
Davies, Aberystwyth; H. B. Worrell § Son. 

[Reported by Gwynne Hatt, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—King’s Bench Division. 


REX v. GOVERNOR OF HOLLOWAY PRISON. Ex paric BLUHM. 
Div. Court. 15th March. 


ExTrapiTion — ‘‘ APPREHENSION’? — Hapeas Corpvs — JURISDICTION 
Review Decision or Macistrare—Exrtrapition Act, 1870 (83 & # 
Vicr. c. 52), 8. 8 
In this case a rule nisi for a habeas corpus had been obtained calling upon 

the Governor of Holloway Prison to shew cause why he should not bring 

up Joseph Bluhm, a prisoner in his custody, in order that he might be 
released. On the 15th of December, 1900, Bluhm was arrested on a charge 
of obtaining money by false pretences from a German subject within the 

German Empire, the allegation being that he promised one Wallesch a 

advance of a considerable sum of money upon receipt of an instalment o 

interest, and having received the instalment never sent the principal. 

Bluhm was brought before Mr. Marsham, one of the metropolitan police 

magistrates, remanded from time to time, and ultimately the German 

Government demanded his extradition. The Extradition Treaty with 

Germany (see sections 9 and 12) and the Act of 1870 provide that unles 

sufficient evidence to justify committal be brought against a prisoner within 

two months of his apprehension he shall be discharged from custody. 

The rule nisi was obtained for his release on the 8th inst., on the ground 

(1) that no sufficient evidence for extradition had been produc:d within 

the prescribed time; (2) that the magistrate was not entitled after the 

expiration of two months to receive any evidence in support of charge 
other than those on which the person was apprehended ; and (3) that ther 
was no evidence of identity of Bluhm with the person referred to in 

depositions taken in Germany. Counsel, in support of the rule, contended 
that on the 14th of February, at which date the two months expired, 
there was not sufficient evidence to justify a committal. The cout 
was not bound by the adverse opinion on this point expressed by the 
magistrate, and he cited a dictum of Lord Brampton in & 

Castioni (1891, 1 Q. B. D., at p. 164). A further point 

was that the prisoner had been committed on thirty charge 

other than that preferred by Wallesch, for which his extradition w# 

claimed, in respect of which it was submitted there was no evident 

except that the charges were made by a police officer, and the prisoner sal 
he knew nothing about them. If these were to form the ground 
extradition, the prisoner was entitled to a discharge under the order 

in regard to the charge made by Wallesch. If there was to be extraditia 

on the fresh charges he ought to be apprehended again. A man in custo 

might be engrasented by reading over the warrant to him: Reg. v. Wa 

(1882, 9 Q B.D. 701). For the Orown, however, it was contended tt 

there was sufficient evidence for a committal tendered within two months 

and that the prisoner was properly detained while the other charges ¥# 
investigated. 
Tue Covrr (Ouanneit and Bucxwit1, JJ.) discharged the rule. 
CuHANNELL, J., said the rule must be yo since in his ju 
there was upon the depositions before the 14th of February 
evidence to warrant a committal of the prisoner for trial if the procs 
ings had been in England, and co uently sufficient evidence to 

an order for his committal for ex/.radition upon Wallesch’s charge. 

Bucky, J., concurred, and pointed out that if Bluhm had not b# 
properly extradited as to the thirty subsequent charges he could 
the point before the German courts. No injustice, therefore, wo 
done him by discharging the rule. Rule discharged.—Oovnszl, 
R. B. Finlay, A.G., and H. Sutton; Randolph, Sorscrrons, The 
Solicitor ; Crawshaw & Caldicott. 

(Reported by Ensx xs Reip, Barrister-at-Law.) 
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Bankruptcy Cases. 
Je BURR, Ex partc PANNELL v. GODDARD. Wright, J. 19th March. 


BayxrcrTcY—ArrTer-acquineD Propertry—Srconp ApsvpIcATION--RIGHTS 
or TausTEE IN First Bankruptcy As AGAINST Trustee IN Seconp Bank- 
guprcy—Banxkrvuptcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), s. 44. 


Arthur Burr was adjudicated bankrupt on the 28th of April, 1892, and 
Clark was appointed trustee. The bankrupt opened an office as an estate 
agent, traded and incurred debts with the knowledge of Clark, who stood 
by and in no way interfered with such trading. On the 28th of February, 
1898, Clark was removed from the office of trustee and Pannell appointed 
in his stead. On the 22nd of October, 1898, Burr was again adjudicated 
bankrupt and Goddard was appointed trustee in the second bankruptcy. 
Pannell now moved for an order against Goddard directing the latter to 
hand over to him the sum of £383 3s. 1d., the proceeds of sale of various 
assets of Burr standing to the credit of the estate in the second 


bankruptcy. 

Wuicut, J., held that Pannell as trustee in the first bankruptcy was not 
entitled to the assets claimed by him, on the ground that Clark, his 
predecessor in office, had been entirely cognizant ot the fact that Burr was 
trading after adjudication, and had fully acquiesced in such tradiog and 
allowed Burr to incur debts. Any assets, therefore, acquired by Burr 
since the first adjudication must vest in Goddard, the trustee in the second 
bankruptcy. Application dismissed.—Counset, Frank Mellor; Hansell, 
Souicrrors, Baillie § Co.; H. H. Wells & Son. 


[Reported by P. M. Francxe, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


Re CHILD. Ex parte CHILD. Wright, J. 19th March. 


Bankruptcy — Practice — Costs—Arreat—Sgcurity ror Costs—Bank- 
or Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52)—Generat Ruxzs, 1886, 1890, 
r. 131. 


Appeal from the taxing-master in bankruptcy. In November, 1900, the 
appellant Child was desirous of appealing to the Divisional Court in Bank- 
raptcy from an order of a county court. It was therefore necessary for 
him to comply with the terms of rule 131, which are as follows: ‘At or 
before the time of entering on appeal. the party intending to appeal shall 
lodge in the High Court tne sum of twenty pounds to satisfy, in so far as 
the same may extend, any costs that the appellant may be ordered to pay. 
Provided that the Court of Appeal may, in any special case, increase 
or diminish the amount of such security or dispense therewith.’’ 
On the 22nd of November Child applied to the court to dispense with: the 
security, but his application was dismissed with costs. On the 26th of 
November he paid the deposit and entered the appeal, which was 
eventually dismissed with costs. On taxation the taxing-master allowed 
the costs of the application to dispense with security out of the deposit of 
twenty pounds. Child appealed from the taxation, contending that the 
deposit was only security for such costs as might be incurred after the 
entry of the appeal and could not be applied in payment of costs incurred 
prior to that date. He relied upon the wording of rule 131, ‘‘ Any costs 
that the appellant may be ordered to pay,’’ as shewing that the deposit is 
only intended as security for future costs, and cannot be used to satisfy 
costs incurred before it has been lodged in court. 

Wnuicut, J., held that the words of the rule did not limit the security 
to the satisfaction of future costs. The deposit was intended to be a 
security for any costs in relation to the appeal. The application to 
dispense with security was an application in relation to the appeal, there- 
fore the costs of such application were payable out of the sum of twenty 
— lodged in court as security for the costs of the appeal. Appeal 

-—CounseL, H. J. Turvell; Neilson, Sotrcrrons, Behrendt ; 
Ward, Perks, § McKay. 
[Reported by P. M. Francxz, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re T. (A SOLICITOR). Farwell, J. 14th March. 


Bayxrurrcy—Trvsreer mm BaNkrurrcy—Unreasonante Brits or Costs 
or Banxrurr Soricrron—TaxtnG - MASTER—DiscreTIoON or Covrt— 
Oosts—Banxrurtcy Ruxr 108 (3). 


Further hearing of an originating summons. The summons was 
originally issued in November, 1899, and asked for the taxation of 
three bills delivered by Z. M., the trustee in bankruptcy of R. T., 
4 solicitor, and for special directions to enable the parties to go 
lito all matters as between solicitor and client. The three bills of 
costs, which were all delivered to the applicant, Mrs. H., in 1899, 
Were (1) a bill of costs in a will action amounting to £183 4s. 1d., 
and delivered by the respondent, the trustee in pankruptey; (2) a 

of costs in connection with management of affairs generally 
Smounting to £159 12s. 4d., and delivered by the same respondent ; 
aud (3) a bill of costs in two actions amounting to £139 0s. 4d. 
aad delivercd by other respondents claiming to be assignees thereof. 
© summons came before Cozens- Hardy, J., in March, 1900, and he, after 
ding various points raised, referred it to the -master to tax and 
fettle the three bills. The taxing-master allowed them (see above) at 
#8 7s. 8d., £33 14s, 8d., and £82 2s, 4d. respectively, and he further 
certified that on the general account between the solicitor and the 
*pplicant there was an over-payment by her of over £105. It appeared 
the taxation that the bills had not been made up by the solicitor 
» but were prepared and delivered by his trustee in bankruptcy 








after the solicitor’s disappearance in 1897. The taxing-master had not 
made a special report to the court, but the Master in Chancery, at the 
request of the applicant, adjourned the summons into court to have the 
questions of set-off and costs there determined. The question was as to 
whether, under the circumstances, the trustee in bankruptcy should b: 
ordered personally to pay the costs of the summons aud taxation, as the 
applicant submitted that he should be, for proceeding with such bills which 
were made up of items grossly unreasonable: Pitts v. La Fontaine (6 A. C. 
482). For the trustee it was contended that the trustee in bankruptcyof a 
solicitor was in an unusual position as litigant, for the whole onus of proving 
the bill was on the absconding solicitor, and that, under Bankrupt-y Rule 
108 (3) (see Williams on Bankruptcy Practice (7th ed.), p. 419). and on the 
cases thereunder, such a trustee would only be visited personally with the 
costs where he had acted so unreasonably that litigation was wholly 
unnecessary: Re Page Brothers (33 W.R 825, 14 Q. B. D. 401), Ex parte 
Leicestershire Banking Co., Re Dale (33 W. R. 354, 14 Q. B. wb. 48), and Ex 
parte Brown, Re Smith (17 Q. B. D. 488). 

Farwet., J., having observed that the effect of Bankruptcy Rule 108 
(3) seemed to be to give the court a discretion, and having interviewed 
the taxing-master who had examined the bills, said that the taxing-master 
reported strongly against the bills. His lordship therefore gave the 
applicant liberty to prove in the bankruptcy for the £105, and ordered 
tne trustee in bankruptcy personally to pay the costs.—CounsEL, G. Cave ; 
T. B. Napier. Sourcrrors, Harteup, Davis, § Cobbold, for Hartcup § Son, 
Bungay ; Nicholson, Graham, § Graham ; Godden, Son, § Holme. 


[Reported by W. H. Draper, Barrister-at-Law. | 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


A special general meeting of this society will be held on Friday, the 
26th of April, 1901, at two o’clock, in the hall of the society. 





THE SELDEN SOCIETY. 


The annual meeting of this society was held on Wednesday, the 
20th inst., at the Council Room, Lincoln’s-inn Hall, Lord Liyptey 
(president) in the chair. Among others present were Lord Macnaghten, 
Lord Justice Romer, Lord Justice Stirling, Mr. Justice Channell, Mr. 
Justice Buckley, Mr. Justice Joyce, Sir Howard Elphinstove, Bart., Sir 
Frederick Pollock, Bart., Mr. Renshaw, K.O., Mr. Chadwyck Healey, K.C , 
Mr. Warrington, K.C., Mr. P. O. Lawrence, K.C , Mr. Boydell Houghton, 
Mr. Cyprian Williams, Mr. R. G. Marsden, Mr. Scargill Bird (of the 
Public Record Office), Mr. Stuart Moore, Mr. Oracroft, Mr. Atkinson (of 
Selby), Mr. F. K. Munton (hon. treasurer), and Mr. B. Fossett Lock (hon. 
secretary). 

In moving the adoption of the report, Lord Lixpixy announced that his 
Majesty the King had been graciously pleased to continue his patronage of 
the society, and gave an account of the position of the society during the last 
six years, during which he had been successively vice-presidentand president. 
At the time of reorganization early in 1895 the number of members was 
223, now it has risen to 290. In 1895 it was necessary to raise a special 
fund to carry on the work. Now there is an accumulated balance 
sufficient to justify the commencement of the important and expensive 
reproduction of the Year Books of Edward II., though not sufficient to 
carry it through without the continuance of the special subscriptions of 
the Inns of Court. It has already been discovered by Professor Maitland 
that in the MSS. of those year books there are important portions which 
have never been printed, and which will increase the estimated number 
of volumes. In 1895 the publications were three years in arrear. Now 
they are (with one exception) up to date, and arrangements have been 
made for six years ahead. The one exception is the volume for 1899, over 
which the editor (Mr. Turner) is behindhand, but it will be produced during 
the present year. It is an exceptionally troublesome volume, the mass of 
materials in MSS. being very great, and the hitherto published matter very 
meagre. The eight volumes published in these six years cover a wide area 
both in subject-matter and in time. In Bracton and Azo Professor Maitland 
has traced the lineal descent of Roman Law in its direct influence on English 
law from the twelfth century Professors Azo of Bologaa and Bernard 
of Pavia to the thirteenth century Knglish Judge Bracton. And 
incidentally in the appendices he has made the most valuable contribution 
hitherto made to a correct text of Bracton, the production of which isa 
work yet to be carried out. In the Mirror of Justices the same editor has 
supplied a corrected text of this strange thirteenth century treatise, 
together with an admirable translation; while in the critical introduc- 
tion he purports to destroy for ever its value as a legal authority and 
remove it from the category of law books to that of the Utopias of political 
reformers. In the Coroners’ Rolls Professor Gross deals with the 
functions of the coroner in the thirteenth and fourteenth centuriee, 
which were then of large importance compared with their modern 
position. The Coroners’ Vourts are shewn in fact to have had a great 
influence on the development of the early jury system in England, and 
there is no better illustration than is suppliea by this volume of the collec- 
tive responsibilities of neighbouring townsbips in the suppression of crime, 
In the Select Cases in Chancery Mr. Baildon has dealt with the earliest 
Chancery records, i.¢., those of the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries; not 
only tracing most of the principles and practice of equity back to that 
time, but throwing much light on the development of the juricdiction 
of the Chancellor out of t of the council. The Beverley Town 
Documents, edited by Mr. Leach, deal mainly with the development of 
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municipal government in the same fourteenth and fifteenth centuries in the 
hands and under the control of trade guilds, and with the communal 
ownership or municipalization of lands. In the two volumes of Select 
Proceediugs in the Court of Admiralty, Mr. Marsden has in his elaborate 
introduction traced the history of the court for more than four centuries, 
from the fourteenth to the eighteenth, and has given a graphic account of 
the Elizabethan contest between the Common Law and tne Admiralty in 
the time of the celeprated Judge Dr. Julius Owsar. The selections are 
taken mainly from the Tudor period, but there is an excellent summary of 
the earlier and later records, which, taken with the introductions to the two 
volumes, affords, it is believed, the best available account of Admiralty 
jurisdiction and history. The Select Cases in the Court of Requests, edited 
by Mr. Leadam, is one of singular interest, as it is the oply extant history of 
that court written after full investigation of the original recordsand materials. 
It deals with the sixteenth century, and shews a Court of Equity, outside 
the Chancery and the Star Chamber, developing equitable principles and 
procedure, dealing with a mass of poor men’s causes in a summary 
manner, and especially favoured by men of such diverse views as Cardinal 
Wolsey and the Protector Somerset. It fell through the jealousy of the 
common law courts, exercised by writs of prohibition. The introduction 
practically sett es the vexed questions of the relations of the Star Chamber 
and the council, and contains a complete list, with biographical notes, of 
all the ju“ges of the Court of Requests. It is hoped that the volumes 
y arranged or contemplated for future years will be not less 
interesting and valuable. In the two volumes to be devoted to the Star 
Cnamber Proceedings, Mr. Leadam will continue his researches into the 
judicial, and incidentally the political, aspscts of the Tudor period. Mr. 
Rigg, in the Plea Rolls of the Jewish Exchequer, will take us back again 
into the thirteenth century, and will have to deal with one of its most 
curious and interesting features, both from a legal and from a social 
point of view—namely, the legal treatment of the Jews in the period pre- 
ceding their expulsion by Edward I. In the production of this volume the 
society is acting in co-operation with the Jewich Historical Society of England. 
In the Year Books of Edward II. Professor Maitland and Mr. Baildon 
will carry us into the first part of the fourteenth century, and will have to 
face a formidable task, which will occupy them or their successors for 
several years. The text of the printed edition is full of errors, and a 
correct text will have to be elaborated by a collation of MSS. ; a transla- 
tion will be provided, and the contemporary records will be searched in 
order to trace the cases treated in argument. As already mentioned, 
unprinted portions have already been discovered, which promise to give an 
additional interest to the work. The latest contemplated work is that of 
a new edition of Glanville, witha revised text and translation, which will 
take usstill further back into the twelfth century, an earlier date than 
anything a published by the society. Criminal law, common law, and 
manorial law in the early thirteenth century had already been dealt with 
in tne first three volumes; the municipal Court Leet in the thirteenth and 
fourteenth centuries was the subject of Volume V.; and the Court 
Baron of the fourteenth centuries was treated in Volume IV. It will 
thus appear that the society has dealt, or is dealing, gradually 
and successively with the history of almost every branch of 
law from the twelfth to the eighteenth centuries. The council 
hoped that they were doing their best to disch srge the duties entrusted to 
them, and that the society will continue to receive increased support from 
all interested in the accurate investigation of the history of English law. 

Lord Lixp.ey then moved, ‘‘ That the report and accounts be adopted. 
That the Right Hon. Lord Macnaghten be declared to have been duly 
elected president of the society. That the five persons nominated by the 
council (Mr. Attlee, Mr. Chadwyck Healey, K.C, Mr. Inderwick, K.U., 
Mr. Justice Joyce, and Mr. Justice Wills) be declared to have been duly 
elected members of the council.’’ 

This was seconded by Lord Justice Romer, and carried unanimously, 

Lord Justice Stiairsc then moved: ‘‘ That the thanks of this society be 
tendered to Lord Lindley for his services successively as vice-president 
and ident during the last six years.’’ He referred to the arduous work 
which had been discharged by the vice-president at the time of the 
reorganization of the seciety in 1895, and said the society would always 
be indebted to Lord Lindley for the services which he had rendered then 
and ever since, and expressed the hope that the work of the society will 
still benefit by his assistance and sympathy. 

Mr. Scanciti-Brep, in seconding the resolution, referred in kindly 
terms to the fact that Lord Lindley had been his immediate chief, not 
only at the Selden Society, but also at the Record Uffice, and assured him 
that on leaving both he carried with him the respect and affection of 
everyone who had served under him. 

The motion having been unanimously carried, and responded to by 
Lord Lrsoiey, he left the chair, which was taken by Lord Macnacuten, 
the new president. 

It was then moved by Mr. Cuapwycx Hrauey, K.C., and seconded by 
Me. Rensuaw, K.C , and carried, that the toilowing words be added to 
rule 12: “‘ Provided that public libraries and other institutions approved 
by the council may, upon agre-ing to become regular subscribers, be 
supplied with the past publications down to the date of membership, at 
such reduced subscription as the council may from time to time 


It was then moved by Sir Howarp Exrutnstowe, and seconded by Mr. 
Srvant Mooue, and carried: ‘‘ That the thanks of the society be given to 
Protessor Maiciand (literary director), Mr. Lock (honorary secretary), Mr. 
Munton (honorary treasurer), and Mr. Clark and Mr. Hall (honorary 
auditors) for their services during the past year,’’ 

Upon the motion of Mr. Justice Ouaxwett, seconded Mr. Boypg.i 


Lord Macnaghten for his presence in the chair and to the treasurer ang 
benchers of Lincoln’s-inn for the use of the council room.’’ 

Lord Macnacuten, in replying, thanked the society for their confidengg 
in electing hm as president. He said that perhaps he knew less of the 
valuable publications of the society than most of the other members, but 
hoped that before next year’s meeting he would have read them all. At 
any rate he would do all in his power for the interests of the society. 





THE LIVERPOOL AND DISTRICT ASSOCIATION OF LEGAL 
ASSISTANTS. 


A smoking concert was held on Friday, the 15th inst., at the Grand Central 
Cafe, Nortn John-street. The programme was almost completely com. 
posed of items which are still unnackneyed, and they were well delivered, 
The contributors to the evening's entertainment included Messrs. R 
Phillips, W. H. Griffiths, W. Moulton, Arthur Gray, W. R. Willi 
A. Hampson, G. Mossop, Percy Roberts, W. P. Hignett, H. Morris, 
Gerald Thornton, F. Cheminais, Clarence Hayes, H. Stewart, and Frank 
Josephs, 





THE SHEFFIELD DISTRICT INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY, 


The twenty-sixth annual general meeting of this society was held at the 
Rooms, on the 27th ult. There were present Mr. Jno. Chas. Clegg in 
the chair, and Messrs. H. Auty, J. O. Auty, Barber, O. Barker, Bennett, 
Benson, Bingham, Bramley, Branson, H. P. Burdekin, Ooombe, Davidson, 
Emmet, Fernell, Foster, Hall, 4. F. H. Harrop, Hiller, Howe, Kesteven, 
Lucas, A. E Maxfield, Newsom, Porrett, Robinson, Rus:ell, H. E 
Sandford, Simpson, Slater, F. F. Smith, Stabler, Tasker, J. B. Wheat, 
and Wing. 

The notice convening the meeting, and the report, as printed, having 
been taken as read, it was resolved : 

1. That the report presented by the committee be received, confirmed, 
and adopted. 

2. That the accounts of Mr. Arthur Wightman, the treasurer for my 
year, be approved and passed, and that the thanks of the society be 
to him for his services. 

3. That the cordial thanks of the society be given to Mr. John Charles 
Clegg, the president, for the ability with which he has filled the office, and 
the consideration he has given to his duties during the past year. 

4, That the cordial thanks of the society be given to Mr. Edwari 
Bramley for the able manner in which he has discharged the office of 
honorary secretary during the past year. 

5. That Mr. Reginald Benson be elected the president, Mr. William 
Edwin Clegg be elected the vice-president, Mr. Arthur Wightman be r- 
elected the treasurer, and Mr. Edward Bramley be re-elected the secretary 
of the society. 

6. That the following gentlemen be hereby appointed to act with the 
officers mentioned in the last resolution as the committee for the ensuing 
year: Messrs. J. Binney, J. Bingham, G. E. Branson, R. M. Brown, J.0. 
Clegg, J. N. Coombe, G. Denton, R. E. Hodgkinson (Rotherham), A. E 
Maxfield, D. H. Porrett, E. W. Pye-Smith, H. B. Sandford, H. Sayer, 
and J. B. Wheat 

7. That Messrs. J. OC. Auty and F. F. Smith be appointed the auditor 
of the society for the ensuing year, and that the best thanks of the society 
be given to Messrs. John Cole and J. O. Auty for their kindness in auditing 
the accounts for the past year. 

8. That the thanks of the society be given to the Right Hon. C. B. Stuatt 
Wortley, K.C., M P., for his attention to the matters laid before him ly 
the committee, and for the prints of the public Bills brought into t 
House of Commons during the past session, which he has forwarded to the 
committee. 

The president presented the eociety’s prize, value £10 103., to Mt 
Herbert Bedford, who passed in the First Olass for Honours in the Jum 
(1900) Examination. 

Mr. Bedford suitably responded. 


The following are extracts from the report of the committee : 

Members.—The number of members is now 168. 

After referring to the legislation of the year, the report refers to 

Local and Personal Acts.—The committee found it necessary to 
some representations at headquarters with regard to the delay in obtaining 
local and personal Acts. Many of them are not printed until December, 
and usually come into operation on the lst of January the following yew, 
and sometimes earlier. An instance of this delay was the Sh 
Corporation Act, which was passed early in August, and of which copies 
were ordered for the committee almost immediately after; and in spite d 
repeated requests, these were not sent by the Queen’s printers 
December, though almost all the Act came into operation on the leé@ 
October. Mr. Stuart Wortley kindly approached Mr. Au.ten Chamberlaia, 
financial secretary to the Treasury, on the subject, from whose answer # 
appears that unless special expedition is asked‘for by the agent in i 
of the Bill, early printing cannot be guaranteed. The committee’s 
to this was, that the printers ought to ascertain, by inspection of @ 
Acte, which came into operation first, and print those earliest, sa 
Mr. Chamberlain has intimated that, in his opinion, there is a su 
grievance. 

Stamps on Debentures Repayable ait a Premium.—The attention of 
committee was drawn to the difficulty in obtaining a return of stamp 
on debentures where they have been stamped with a certain amount 
accordance with the commissioners’ requirement, based on the 0 
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the money could be returned the debentures must be presented for 
cancellation of the old stamps and affixing the pr ones, a matter which 
it was almost impossible to arrange. Ultimately the Inland Revenue 
authorities stated that, on receiving a declaration as to the facts, they 
would return the excess duty paid on debentures without requiring them 
to be produced. 

Witnesses’ Fees in Criminal Cases.—Mr. Joseph Binney, the Clerk of the 
Peace, called the attention of the committee to the fees paid to witnesses 
in criminal cases, which for ordinary cases are 3s. 6d. a day, and 2s 6d. 

night, at sessions and arsizes, with railway fares, and which he con- 
sidered quite inadequate ; this inadequacy deterred persons from giving 
evidence, and thereby tended to defeat the ends of justice. The committee 
d, and prepared a petition, which Mr. Stuart Wortley, M.P., was 
enough to forward to the Home Secretary. At the instance of the 
committee many other law societies have sent similar petitions. Un- 
fortunately the Home Secretary does not apparently see his way to increase 
the scale. 

Paper or Parchment Probates.—The profession was somewhat surprised 
when it was stated, in the latter part of the year, that the President of 
the Probate Division bad decided that, after that year, a special kind of 
paper would be used for the grant pieces instead of parchment as 
formerly, and that wills would only be allowed to be engrossed on 

bment in special cases. It seemed to your committee that the 
probate cf a will needed to be of stronger and more durable materia] than 
apy other document, and they doubted very much whether any kind of 
paper would be as good as parchment, and in any case saw no reason for 
the change, as any saving effected by it would be quite inconsiderable. In 
to a communication from the secretary of the Incorporated Law 
Society, they accordingly expressed very strong views against this change, 
and they have since pas:ed a resolution deprecating it, and intimated to 
the committee of the Liverpool Law Society (who were strenuously 
opposing it) that they would be pleased to join in any steps that are 
taken, and to take part in any deputation that might await upon the 
President on the subject. ‘The authorities have now intimated that 
they will continue to accept engrossments on parchment which solicitors 
have already in stock, and a circular letter has been issued by the 
Incorporated Law Society on the point. 

Legal Education and Sheffield University Law Classes.—The result of the 
classes for the session 1599-1900 may be considered as satistactory, as 
twelve gentlemen attended the elementary classes (and the attendance 

ed nearly 90 per cent.) and two gentlemen the final classes. Only 
eight students are taking the classes during the present ses+ion, but this 
is partly accounted for by there baving been very few clerks articled 
during the past year, and from the fact that some of those under articles 
ate so situated with regard to examinations as not to be able to con- 
veniently attend this session. 








COMPANIES. 
EQUITY AND LAW LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY. 
GzneraL Mgetine. 

The fifty-sixth annual general meeting of the Equity and Law Life 
Assurance Society was held on Tuesday at the society’s house, 18, 
Lincoln’s-inn-fields, the chairman, Mr. Ozcrm. Hy. Russet, presiding. 

The report stated that the new sums assured under 544 policies shewed 
an increase on last year’s account, and amounted to £474,805, and £400 a 
year reversionary annuity, of which £35,500 were reassured. The new 
premiums also shewed an increase, and amounted to £23,684 7s. 4d., and 
the reassurance premiums to £1,726 19s. 2d., leaving net new premiums of 
of £21,957 8s. 2d., of which £5,827 2s. 3d. were single premivms. The 
Gross amount of assurances in force at the end of the year was 
£9,494 549 15s., of which £1,057,347 were reassured ; and the net premium 
income was £298,599 2s. 11d., as against £293,877 9s. 11d. in the previous 
account. The amount received for interest and dividends was 
£120,948 15s. 4d., being an increase of £6,943 6s. 5d. on the corres- 

g figure for 1899. The sum of £7,350 was received as con- 
sideration for the t of an annuity. The profit on reversions 
fallen in during the year amounted to £10,680 1s. lld. The claims by 
death under 111 policies amounted to £275,288 10s. 6d., and 36 endowment 
assurances, amounting to £58,377 18s., matured. These sums included 
bonus additions of £84,160 18s. The society received £28,934 15s, towards 
Payment of these claims from other offices, who had reassured a portion 
of these policies, The mortality experienced during the year had been 

identical with that expected, notwithstanding the payment of a 
considerable sum for claims on lives of officers killed fn South Africa; but 
the incidence of the claims had been such as to make the loss realized 
fomewhat less than that expected. The deaths of six annuitants were 
inounced during the year, causing the termination of annuities of 
£767 198, 4d. sums of about the usual amount for the year of a 
bonus distribution were d—viz., for cash bonus £39,743 15s., and for 
surrenders £22,453 18s. 2d., after deduction in each case of reassurances, 

payments had the effect of lessening the society’s liabilities. The 
funds of ‘the society were increased durmg the year by £13,268 6s. 10d. 
Excluding reversions, outstanding premiums and interest, and cash at 
the funds were invested to produce an av rate of £3 lds. 5d. 

Per cent., as compared with £3 15s. 2d. per cent. in the preceding account. 
Mr. W. P. Purtrs (assistant actuary) aving read the notice convening 


the meeting, 
before moving the adoption of the report, said he was 


Cuarnan, 
certain he should be acting in accordance with the wishes of the meeting 


the death of her late Majesty Queen Victoria. It would be quite 
unnecessary, and indeed almost im t on his part, if he were to awell 
upon the great qualites which her Majesty, and of the 
enormous and inestimable services she rendered to her people, her 
unfailing sympathy for them. All these were well known. 
realized them to the full and they most mourned her death. 
Turning to the business of the year, the directors were glad to be able to 
present to the meeting a report which, ina which he 
describe as one g:nerally | 

business had not only been tained but had been increased. The increase 
was small, undoubtedly, but it was an increase, and that was a 
matter with which they ought to be very well The new 
business for the year had shewn an increase both in 
in the premiums received. The sums assured amounted in round numbers 
to £474,800 and a reversionary annuity of £400 a year was created. Last 
year the sums assured were £430,800 and the annuity was 
only £120. The net new premiums for the current year were £21,950 as 
against £21,840 in 1899. there had also been another increase which was 
satisfactory, and that was the increase in the average amount of the 
policies. In 1899 the average was £779, and this year it had rieen to £875, 
which he need hardly point out was a gratifying state of things. In the 
interest and dividends again there had been an increase, the figures for the 
year being £120,940 as against £114,000 for the previous year. The 
realized profit on reversions did not admit of com: m, because last year 
the sums arrived at not only included profit realized but profit ascertained 
by the quinquennial valuation. As they were aware, the reversions were 
valued and the liabilities ascertained quinquennially, so he did not 
compare the figures of this year with previous figures. But a sum of 
£10,680 had been realized by profit on reversions during the year. In 
the claims there had also been an increase. That, of course, the directors 
did not look upon with the same satisfaction as they did the increase in 
the receipts. At the same time it was extremely satisfactory to know that 
the claims were about the expectation. As a matter of fact the sum 

payable in conrequence of claims fell by a few thousands below the sum 
exp: cted to be paid, and notwithstanding that the claims included certain 
losses of no very large amount, about £15,000, on the lives of officers 
in Africa, who naturally were young lives. Tue incidence, however, of the 
claims had been such as to make the claims upon the funds of the society 

very satisfactory indeed. And that was further shewn by the ages at 

which the lives had fallen. 44 per cent. of the claims paid this year 

were over 70 years of age. The society had, he was happy to say, some 
on the books who were 70 years and upwards, he might say, perbaps, 80 and 
upwards. These were not claims yet, and he hoped it would be long before 
they were. He need not trouble the meeting with the exact figures, but 

the important fact was that 44 per cent. of the claims were on lives of 70 
and over. They had also been fortunate, and so had the executors of their 
lives been fortunate, in this. In eight cases the amount assured had been 

more than doubled. Taking one of them for instance, the sum assured 
was £4,800; there were two policies, each of them for £4,800. With each of 
these policies a sum of £13,286 was paid, that was over £26,000 upona 
little over £9 000. Then upon another policy of £3,000 the society had 
paid £7,346; upon one of £400 they paid £1,103; upon one 
of £800 they had paid £1,952; upon one of £300, £771; upon one 
of £100, £218: and upon another of £100, £201. There was also an 
increase in the invested funds. Tbat was a small sum, £13,250, roughly. 

That was accounted for by this—in the year after the declaration 

of the divisible profit, that was to in the first year of the quin- 
quennium, there were always sums at out for cash bonuses and 

surrenders, and this year in cash bonuses they had paid £39,743 and in 

surrenders £22,453. But for that the addition to the funds undoubtedly 

would have been much — The investments were satisfactory. There 

was a note in the balance-sheet referring to the Stock Exchange securities 
to the effect that they stood in the balance-sheet at the price of the valuation 
on the 31st of December, 1899, that being the date of the last quinquennial 

valuation. The society had always adhered to the practice of valuing quin- 

quennially the aseets and the liabilities, and the figure in the balance-sheet 

was slightly in excess, about 5 per cent. u the non-redeemable Stock 

Exchange securities total value. That was tly in excess of their present 

market prices. But inasmuch as they had not made a loss upon that, and 

they hoped never to make a loss upon them, there had been no occasion to 

disturb the account by altering the item. At the same time the directors 

desired that the attention of the shareholders should be called to it. 


28% 


There had been one small loss on the sale of stock, about £696. The 
reason was that there had been an 0} unity of @ very advan- 
tageous investment of a very amount, and the directors had 
thought it desirable, notwithstanding that they a small loss, to sell 
some of the Stock Exchange securities and to reinvest the money in the 
security offered. The expenses of t, including the 
expenses of valuation and distribution, had 113 per cent. 
which he thought, also, was a matter of laion. It 
seemed to him to be a moderate The rate of 


interest in 1899 was £3 15s. -» and this year £3 15s, 5d. 
was a very trivial increase undoubtedly, but they were all aware of the 
difficulty of obtaining a high rate of interest. A bigh rate of interest 
meant a very doubtful security, and it had never been the habit of the 
board, he was happy to say, to indulge in that kind of investment. Taere 
was a change which he announced with Aye opera regret. They 
were aware that the Compavies Act of 1 made cercain 
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Mr. Bailey, whose connection with the society extended over no less 
than forty-six years, joined the company as its principal officer in 1855 
and had been afterwards promoted to be the chief officer of a very much 
larger society than the Equity and Law Life, which he left in 1861. In 1863 
he had returned us auditor, and from that date to the present time he had 
acted in that capacity. The society wes indebted to him not only for the 
work which he had done in his official capacity as auditor, but he was quite 
rure he was right in saying that they were indebted to him for many most 
valuable suggestions and changes in the practice of the office. He thought 
he might say that its prosperity dated from that most fortunate introduc- 
tion of Mr. Bailey as chief officer. He had written to say he thought the 
time had come when he should resign. Mr. Pitcairn had been their 
auditor for twenty-three years, and he again had been a most valuable 
servant of the society. Mr. Bird had been ten years an auditor and Mr. 
Libdin six. The report suggested whether it would not be advisable to 
appoint professional auditors to act for the society with the non-professional 
auditors. It had largely become the practice of insurance offices to have 
professional auditors, and he thought they were bound to bow to the wish 
of the public which had been shewn by the action taken. Whilst the 
directors were advised that the Act had brought to an end the existence of 
the present auditors, they did not think it had gone any further than in 
the limited direction he had indicated. He concluded by moving the 
adoption of the report. 

Mr. G. Roorzr seconded the motion, which was agreed to. 

On the motion of Mr. G. Wxston, seconded by Mr. B. Kiscu, the 
retiring directors, Mr. Bowling Trevanion, Mr. James, Mr. Moberly, and 
Mr. Peake, were re-elected. 

On the motion of Mr. D. Prrcarrn, seconded by Mr. 8. R. Lewry, Mr. 
Joseph Gurney Fowler and Mr. Edwin Waterhouse, of the firm of Price, 
Waterhouse, & Co., were elected auditors for the proprietors. 

On the motion of Mr. M.G Roopgr, seconded by Mr. G. L. Wuarety, 
Mr. R. W. Dibdin was elected auditor for the assured. 

Mr. Drepry having briefly returned thanks, 

Mr. P. Brrketr moved a vore of thanks to the directors, and that 3,500 
guineas be their remuneration for their services during the coming year. 
He expressed great satisfaction with the report. 

Mr. Kennarp Batt seconded the motion, and it was carried. 

On the motion of Mr. C. Perrine, seconded by Mr. C. Wican, thanks 
were given to the auditors and 30 guineas voted to each of them for their 
services. 

The Cuatrman said that he and his colleagues very cordially endorsed 
the vote. They were very sorry to part with the auditors who were leaving 
the society, 

Mr. A. Barrey having returned thanks, 

A vote of thanks was passed to the Chairman on the motion of Mr. 
Powe LL, seconded by Mr. Drzpry. 

The Cuareman, in acknowledging the compliment, moved a vote of 
thanks to the staff of the office, to whom were due most cordial thanks, for 
on them depended mainly the prosperity of the society. To Mr. Burridge, 
who unfortunately was unable to be present owing to an attack of 
influenza, Mr. Phelps, his most able deputy, and to all the staff they were 
greatly indebted. It was a most able staff, and he could speak personally 
of the assistance he had received in the performance of his duties as being 
of the moet valuable kind, and always given with the most perfect 
readiness and good temper. They were also greatly indebted to Dr. 
Symes Thomson for his advice on the lives. There was also a most able 
and efficient staff of inspectors and agents throughout the country. To 
the agents they were indebted for the very great volume of business, and 
he was certain that in the future, as in the past, their knowledge and 
abilities would be exercised for the good of the society. 

The motion was carried unanimously. 

Mr. Puevrs returned thanks. He was eure he was only expressing the 
feeling of all the members of the staff when he said the vote would be 
highly appreciated and that it would encourage them to further efforts. 
Mr. Burridge would be especially sorry not to have been present, but he 
bad asked him to convey to the inspectors and agents his regret at being 
prevented from meeting them, and to thank them for the assistance they 
had given him. 





LAW ACCIDENT INSURANCE 


AnxvaL Mertine. 


The eighth annual general meeting of the Law Accident Insurance 
Society (Limited) was held at the head offices of the society, 215, Strand, 
Mr. Bichanp Pexnxrscton (chairman) presiding. 

The report stated that the income of the society for the year had 
amounted to £204,062 16s. 10d., as against £155,462 Os. 1d. for the 
previous financial year. The claims paid and outstanding had amounted 
to £97,601 9s. 6d., and the reinsurance premiums to £25,825 14s. 6d. 
The expenses of m»nagement had amounted to £32,925 10s. 6d., and the 
commission to £20,589 11s. 7d. A sum of £2,992 0s. 9d. had been allowed 
by way of bonuses to policyholders. after allowing and providing for all 
items of income and expenditure. there remained a reserve fund of £22,500, 
and 4 credit balance of £58 159 10s. 3d., together £30,659 10s. 34. Out of 
this credit balance the directors recommended—(1) That a dividend of 
74 per cent. (free of income tex) be paid for the year 1900; (2) that the 
sum of £5,000 be transferred to the reserve fund, which will then stand 
at £27 0. 

Mr. E. T. Citvror» (manager and secretary) having read the notice 
convening the meeting, 

The Unatumas, betore moving the adoption of the report and accounts, 
referred to death of the late Queen Victoria and observed that they ought 
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event. It was of course very natural that the nation should mourn he 
loss, but it was a most striking feature that in every part of the world 
an expression of feeling had been called forth which he might characterigg 
as unique. It was not necessary or perhaps becoming that he shoulg 
say more with regard to her virtues and the manner in which she had 
conducted herself during the time she had occupied the position gf 
Queen and Empress. He supposed that no sovereign that had ever reigned 
in this realm had attracted so much attention and so much regard from 
not only the people of this nation but the people of all nations 
He then moved the adoption of the report and expressed the hope that the 
meeting would agree with him that the condition of the society's 
business was very satisfactory. There had been a larger increase jp 
the premium income and a larger profit than had ever been realized 
previously. The society undertook many kinds of business and the 
special feature of the business was to protect the assured from 
accidents to person and property. He might almost say that it was, 
kind of benevolent society. They had spent a very large sum in 
satisfying claims, which had been, of course, carefully examined, and 
were proper claims, to the extent of over £90,000. He thought a soci 
which had done that was doing a useful work for the public, whilst it was 
naturally not insensible tothe advantages of receiving suitable remunera. 
tion for its exertions in the shape of dividend. There was a profit i 
every branch of the business. The business was upon a broad basis, and 
he thought it wise that it should bero. It was undesirable that it should 
be occupied only in giving attention to one perticular branch of basi 
but that it should be established on such a footing that if one branch of 
business does not happen to be successful, as it might not be in 
particular year, the society should expect, according to the ordinary 
of compensation, to be brought home by success in other branches. As it 
happened at the present moment, the society had been successful 
in allits branches. That was a matter of congratulation. With 
to the Workmen’s Compensation Act, about which everyone had hear 
a great deal of late, the society had done as successfully as there had been 
any reasonable right to expect, and without resorting in any way 
cutting rates, and he hoped that it- would continue, as 1t had done in the 
past, a satisfactory profit from that branch of the business. The Work. 
men’s Compensation Act of 1897, extending the provisions of the previous Ac 
from workmen to agriculturalists, would shortly come into operation. He 
believed it would come into operation in July next, and the directors bad 
made arrangements for securing a share of the business under that Ac 
of Parliament. The society had twenty-five branches in the Unite 
Kimgdom, and therefore it was strictly speaking, he would not 
a British society, because that, he was afraid, would not incl 
Ireland, but it was a home society—that was to say, it had no branche 
abroad, 1ts business was English and Scottish and Irish. Those branches 
had been equipped completely for the transaction of the society's 
business, and they had been equipped, which was a matter to him 
of great satisfaction, out of revenue. Turning to the accounts it would 
be found that there had been an increase in the gross income of £48 000 odd, 
and an increase in the premium income of £48,000. He did not think heneed 
say more to recommend the accounts to their favourable consideration. 
That was a great stride in the business, and he hoped it *hight be main- 
tained. Of course one could not say what would happen in the future, 
but the society could no doubt imcrease that income very largely if they 
chore to take business which was accepted by offices of a similar character, 
but which he hoped the Law Accident would never take—that was to say, 
business other than that of a first-class description. That was the policy d 
the board, and he hoped it was a policy which would recommend itself to the 
shareholders. ‘The claims paid and outstanding amounted to £97,601, and 
that he thought justified the remark that the society was really a species 
of benevolent society. Because that was a very large sum of money, and 
shewed that the society was doing a large amount of good, and at the same 
time it was doing so consistently and providing for the shareholders what 
he hoped they would consider adequate remuneration for the money they 
had invested. The claims paid represented a rate of 47°8 agamst the 
gross income and 56-9 against the net premium income of the society. 
The reinsurances amounted to £25,826. That seemed a large sum 
money, but he hoped the meeting would think as the board thought, that 
it was desirable that in a business of this description, involving vay 
large risks, and the undertaking of very considerable liabilities, 
a suitable proportion of the risks should be reinsured elsewhett. 
It must be taken into consideration in connection with that fact that the 
reinsurances produced to the society some corresponding benefit, becaut 
where the society reinsured it expected to receive a corresponding adval- 
tage in the shape of applications for reinsurances from the offices com 
cerned. The expenses of ement and commission together amounted 
to £53,515, and was 26-2 of the gross income, and 31 per cent. of the 
premium income of the society. He did not think that the ratio of 
expenses was undue having regard to the fact that there was a 
balance of upwards of £58,500. With regard to that, the board proposed 
to carry £5,000 to the reserve fund, which woyld then stand at £27,500 
He hoped to see that fund, and not very far in the future, stand # 
£100,000. Then the board had had to consider what dividend they would 
be justified in declaring, more particularly having regard to the {sé 
that many of the shareholders had paid very large sums for the 
shares. He had been personally of opinion that the dividend ought not ® 
be at a higher rate than 7 per cent. Te society had paid 4 per cent.,@ 
at any rate 5 per cent, at the beginning, which went on to 6 per cent. 
that was paid tor about three years. However, the board had come to 
conclusion that they might, without re 5 Meme recommend 7} per ceat 
That would absorb £3,750, which would leave the ve 


£49,409 to be carried forward for unexpired risks. That amount, to 





pot to part without giving expression to their feeling of sorrow at the 
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invested, would, he hoped, be much more than sufficient to protect the 
dareholders from the possibility of any inconvenience from i 

might be made. There was an item in the balance- 
sheet which, though he had explained it before, it was desirable he 
sould refer to again. There was a sum of upwards of £38,000 
which represented outstanding premiums and balances due from branches 
and agents and under treaties. Of couree that was a very large 
sum, but he thought he could make it quite clear that there was nothing 
atall abnormal or extraordinary in it. The ordinary outstandings really 
amounted to about £17,000 or £18,000, the balance really was attributable 
to the society’s treaty arrangements. The treaty accounts were only made 
out yearly or half-yearly, as the case might be. And when the accounts 
were made up the office did not receive trom the branches all the moneys 
which were payable; therefore it was merely a question of time; there 
was no doubt about the security and the reception of the money. He 
should like to say that the society had a body of directors who gave the 

t possible assistunce in the transaction of its business. Every 

1 that came before the board was criticized in the closest manner. 
The auditors were also critical in the extreme and the shareholders might 
feel that they were in very safe hande. 

Mr, W. MetmornH Watrers seconded the motion. He called attention 
to the fuct that the trading profit for the year was £24,000. Out of that 
$24,000 the directors were proposing to put £5,000 to the reserve and 
£3,750 to pay a dividend of 7} per cent. Over £3,000 of that came from 
investments and the balance of £700 out of trading profits, and he called 
that a seif-denying ordinance. He had been in favour of an 8 per cent. 
dividend, in view of the hard cases of those shareholders who had taken 
new shares at a premium of 100 percent. He had thought that in a 
society which, though young, had reached to adolescence and was pro- 

ing by vigorous strides, those gentlemen ought to receive 4 per cent. 
of their money ; but, as a board, the directors had come to the decision to 
a a prudent course, and to give too little rather than too much. 

. ©. E. Leicuton asked what was meant by the statement in the 
auditors’ certificate that ‘‘ there is a contingent uncalled liability on certain 
shares forming part of the society’s investments.”’ 

The CnarrnmMaNn explained that this was upon certain shares which the 
society had taken in companies from which they expected to derive a very 
considerable amount of business. It was a purely business investment in 
very excellent companies and made simply for business purposes. 

The motion was adopted. 

Un the motion of the CuHarmman, seconded by Mr. Sam Brrenam, a 
dividend of 74 per cent. was declared. 

On the motion of the Cuarrman, seconded by Mr. Hoxme, the retiriog 
directors, Mr. E. H. Ellis-Danvers and Mr. J. E. Gray Hill, were re-elected, 
and Mr. Exiis-Danvers returned thanks. 

Mr. Lzicuton moved, Mr: Hotme seconded, and it was agreed, that 
Messrs. Price, Waterhouse, & Co. be re-elected auditors, and that their 
remuneration be 150 guineas. 7 

Lord SrratHEATON moved a vote of thanks to the chairman, the 
directors, the manager, and the staff. He observed that Mr. Clifford had 
conducted the affairs of the society in a very able way fromits beginning. 

Mr. Bucxnriu seconded the motion, and it was carried. 

The Cuarrman, in returning thanks, said the manager spared neither 
time nor trouble in looking after the society’s affairs, and the staff 
worked mornivg, noon, and night, without exaggeration, in its behalf. 
The society were much indebted to them for the way in which the 
business was conducted. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


The death is announced of Mr. Writ1am Tarn Paircuarp, solicitor and 
proctor, on Saturday last, in his eighty-second year. Mr. Pritchard was 
admitted in 1858, but had previously practised as a jproctor at Doctors 
Commons, and at bis death was the head of the firm of Pritchard & Sons, 
solicitors, of 9, Gracehurch-street, London. He was the author of a treatise 
on Divorce, and of a Digest of Admiralty Law and Practice. He was for 
some years chairman of the Royal Free Hospital, and was also a director 
of the Mutual Insurance Society, and an examiner in Admiralty 

Mr. James Cornztius Brovas, barrister, died on Monday in his sixty- 
fifth year, at bis residence. 5, Highbury-grange, London. Mr. Brough 
Was cailed to the bar in 1860, and upon his father's death in September, 
1863, Mr. J. 0. Brough wus appointed reporter to the Times, and held the 
‘ppointment for neariy thirty-ceven years. He also reported in the Bavk- 

cy Court during several years tor the Soxicrrors’ Jovrnau and the 

EBKLY Rerorrsr. 


APPOINTMENTS 
Mr. Wiiu1am Tuomas Harvey, eclicitor, Uxbridge, has been appointed 
Gletk to the Uxbridge Urban District Council, in succession to Mr. 
lam Garner, resigned. Mr. Harvey was admitted in 1880, and has 
practised at Uxbridge for the past twenty years. 
Mr, Joseru Wauron, K.O., has been appointed a Commissioner to go 
North-Eastern Circuit (Leeds). 


INFORMATION REQUIRED. 


Euza Wiumorr.—Any solicitor or other person having in his possession 
& Will made by Miss Eliza Wilmott, for many years in the service of Mrs. 


municate with the undersigned. Powell & Rogers, solicitors, 17, Essex- 
street, Strand, W.C. 14th March, 1901. 


GENERAL. 


Mr. George Roche has been elected president of the Incorporated Law 
Society of Ireland, in place of Mr. James Goff, who has been appointed one 
of the taxing- masters. 

Mr. Justice Wills, who is stated to be suffering from a feverish cold, is 
still confined to his room at the judge’slodgings in Leeds. On Wednesday 
afternoon he was a trifle better. 

It is announced that the Solicitor-General (Sir Edward Carson, K.C., 
MP.) bas now quite recovered from his recent indisposition, and resumed 
his official duties on Monday. 


The judges (Wills and Bucknill, JJ.) have fixed the commission days 
for the spring arsizes on the Northern Circuit as follows: Manchester, 
Wednesday, the 17th of April; Liverpool, Tuesday, the 30th of April. 


At a court held by the King on Wednesday, the Incorporated Law 
Society of the United Kingdom, introducea by Mr. Robert Ellett 
(president), and consisting of Mr. Richard Pennington (proposer), Mr. 
Frederic Parker Morrell (seconder), Sir Edward Wollaston Nadir Knocker, 
and Mr. Edward Walter Williamson, presented an address. 


Pending its ultimate transference to the National Portrait Gallery, the 
portrait of the late Sir Frank Lockwood, by Mr. Arthar Cope, A.R.A., 
subecribed for by members of the bar and friends of the late eminent 
lawyer, has been placed in the benchers’ drawing-room at Lincoln’s- 
inn. ission of the benchers it can be viewed there between 11 and 
1 and 3 and 4 daily during the sittings of the courts. 


For the thousand and second time, says the Daily Telegraph, a report of 
the retirement of the venerable Mr. Commissioner Kerr, the Judge of the 
City of London Court, has been put into circulation, but like all its pre- 
decessors it is devoid of foundation. He has been taking a holiday, and 
has now returned to duty with renewed vigour. His Honour is in his 
eightieth year, and has been judge in the court over which he still pre- 
sides since 1859. He was origmally a Scotch barrister, but joined 
Lincoln’s-inn in 1848, and the Middle Temple twelve years later. 


It is sad to hear, says the Daily Telegraph, that, ramours to the contrary 
notwithstanding, the reminiscences of the late Mr. Finlason, the Times 
reporter, are not to be given to the world. ‘Fin’ was a repository of 
anecdotes, good and bad. He was fond of telling stories of Maule, J. 
Une of them related to a passage between the learned judge and an 
advocate who had a cited a case appearing in the series of reports for 
which Isaac Espinasse, was responsible’ ‘‘ Where is the case reported ?”’ 
asked the judge. ‘‘ Espinasse, my lord,’’ replied counsel. “I don’t care 
for Espinasse, or any other ass,’’ retorted the court. 


Mr. Pitt-Lewis, K.C., Deputy Judge of the City of London Court, made 
a statement on Thursday in last week with reference to the procedure at 
the court. In future, he said, jury cases would be taken strictly in 
accordance with the list. He had endeavoured to economize time, and to 
meet the convenience of counsel and solicitors, he had hitherto been 
willing to arrange the order of the cases a little. It had seemed foolish to 
him that a case which would only take five minutes to try should be kept 
back while another action occupying five or six hours Was taken. His 
attempt to economize time and to accommodate the bar did not answer, 
however, and he would in future revert to the old practice of Mr. Com- 
missioner Kerr of taking the cases as in the list, whatever were the incon- 
veniences which arose. 


In the House of Commons on the I4th inst. Mr. Cecil, for Mr. Marshall 
Hall, asked the Secretary of State for the Home Department whether he 
would introduce a short Bill making it a misdemeanour punishable on 
conviction by fine or imprisonment, or both, for any person to publish in 
the Press or in any public manner whatsoever any comment upon any 
criminal charge or accusation made against any individual whilst the 
hearing or determination of such charge or accusation was pending either 
before a court of summary jurisdiction or before a court of record. Mr. 
Ritchie said : Comments in the Press upon a criminal charge whilst the 
hearing is pending cannot in my opinion be too strongly condemned. I 
am now considering with the law officers whether the law as it stands is 
not sufficiently strong to deal with such cases. 


At the meeting of the Common Council of the City of London on the 
15th inst., Mr. Hastings Miller, chairman of the City Lands Committee, 
in reply toa question as te the delay in rebuilding the Sessions-house in 
the Old Bailey, read the following letter from the Town Clerk to the Lord 
Ohief Justice: ** Guildhall, March 11, 1901. My Lord Chief Justice,— 
With reference to your lordship’s letter to the Lord Mayor, I beg to state 
as follows: The Corporation have caused to be prepard plans for the 
rebuilding of the Sessions-house, Uld Bailey, whicn plaus have been 
approved by all who are interested therein. The arrangement to which 
the Secretary of State for the Home Department obtained the consent of 
the Lords Commissioners of the Treasary in 1899 provided for the com- 
pletion of the necessary enlargement of Brixton Prison, and the consequent 
transfer of Newgate to the Corporation in Sepiember, 1901. In the con- 
tract, however, entered into between the Prison (ommissioners and the 
Corporation the date named is the 24th of June, 1902, and it was stated 
that possession could not be guaranteed before thatdate. The Corporation's 
architect is now proceeding with the working drawings, and the City 
Lands Committee, who have the matter in hand, will be quite ready to 
start the work should poesession be given before June, 1902. It will thus 
be seen that the tion are in no in default in the matter.—I 
am, your lordship’s obedient servant, John B. Monckton.” 
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The Home Secretary, says the Parliamentary correspondent of the 
Times, has informed Sir John Dorington that the letters patent of the 15th 
ult. relating to the commission of the peace do not constitute a new 
commission, and that their effect is not to determine, but to continue, 
existing commissions. Consequently the question as to whether two 
justices at least from each county must take the judicial oath and the oath 
of aliegiance before one of his Majesty’s judges, in order to enable a court 
of quarter sessions to be formed before which the other justices can be 
re-sworn, does vot really ari-e. Seeing, however, that justices may think 
it desirable to take the oaths afresh, the right hon. gentleman is con- 
sidering whether he rhall recommend bis Majesty, for the sake of general 
convenience, to make an appointment under the Promissory Oatus Act, 
1871. 


His Honour Judge Willis, says the Westminster Gazette, in a lecture which 
he delivered at Wisbech, reminded his audience that instead of being reared 
in the lap of luxury and sent to Oxford or Cambridge, as some people 
imaginea, he had passed six years in business before he was twenty-one 
years of age, doing every kind of work that came within his daily calling. 
fn a basement he nad entered £8,000 worth of bonnets, hats, and ribbons 
in one day, and for nights in succession heard the bells of St. Paul's 
strike twelve as he turned out to walk three miles to his house. On 
leaving echool, at fifteen, he studied Latin and Greek, and afterwards 
matriculated in London University in the first division. A year later, ia 
1858, he passed into the Inner Temple and began the study oflaw. With 
the exception of £100 a year he received for his maintenance and for 
books, his education for the law cost about £10, as they could attend all 
the best lectures at the Inner Temple for £5 per annum. He secured his 
B.A. degree in 1859, and in the next year, having read law day and night 
without anyone to help him, he came out in the examination first. 


The Roussel care, just decided in the law courts of Paris, points, says 
the Daily Telegraph, to the urgent necessity of legislation such as Mr. 
Cumming Macuona intends to submit to the House of Commons. The 
member for Rotherhithe believes he has devised a remedy for a flagrant 
injustice which is frequently suffered by English women who are united 
in marriage to foreigners. So long as the couple remain in Great Britain 
they are man and wife, but when once they remove to the land of the 
husband’s birth the woman finds that the marriage is not legally recog- 
nized, and that her spouse can di-avow his marital obligations at will. It 
is now proposed that a foreigner seeking to wed an English woman rhall 
not only declare to the officiating miuister or registrar that he is not a 
British subject, but produce a certiticate from his consul or ambassador 
that the ceremony will be bmding in his own country. Default in either 
event will expose the offender to a fine of £100 or a year’s imprisonment. 
The measure receives enthusiastic support on all sides of the House, and a 
determined effort will be made to place it on the Statute Book this season. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Reeistzans 1 ATTENDANCE OF 


Emencrency Aprrat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Rora. No. 2. KEKEWICH. BYRNE. 
25 Mr. Church Mr. Greswell Mr. Lavie Mr. Pemberton 
Greswell urch Carri nm Jackson 
son, Greswell Lavie Pemberton 
Pemberton Church Carrington Jackson 
nD Greswell Lavie Pemberton 
Lavie Church Carrington Jackson 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Cozens-Harpy. FarweE.u. Buck.ey. JoYcE, 
25 Mr. Godfrey Mr. Farmer Mr, Pugh Mr. Beal 
26 Leach King Beal Paogh 
Godfrey Farmer Pugh Leach 
Leach King Beal Godfrey 
Godfrey Farmer Pugh i 


Leach King Beal Farmer 








THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 


March 28.—Messrs. Stimsox & Sons, at the Mart, at 2:—Streatham: Freehold Ground- 
rents of £40 per annum secured upon Residence and large jobmaster’s Shop; estimated 
rack-rents £320 per annum, Also £25 per annum secured upon Houses and Shops; 
rack-rents £770 per annum. _ Solicitors, Mesars. Simpson, Palmer, and Winder, 
London. (See advertisement, this week, p. 5.) 

RESULTS OF SALE. 
Reveasions, Lire Pouicres, &c. 
Messrs. H, E. Foster & Cranrizcp held their 87th Sale of the above Interests at the 

7. B C.. on Thureday last, and were successful in finding buyers for every lot but one. 

The wan Ed some of the results :— 


REVE ONS: £ 
To Two-eighths of about £4,086; lives 54and 38 and 35 _... Sold 325 
Absolute to One-half of £920; life48_... as 0s ae ooo op 105 

LIFE INTEREST in about £605 per annum; life 66... os coo §=6.gp SC 45100 


LIFE POLICIES : 
For £1,000; life43_.., ove oo ons oe to oo oe op 280 
» £500; tife 60 ooo cee coe ses ~ soe so cose 219 
Mesers. Davin Burner & Co. sold, at the Mart, a Freehold Shop at Ilford, let at £140 
per annum, for £3 25v, 








Waknine To inTENDING House Purcuasgsrs anp Lesszzs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Tested and Reported upon by an Expert from The Sanitary Engineering 
Co. (H. Carter, C.E., Manager), 65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee 
quoted on receipt of full particulars. Established 25 years. Telegrams, 

Sanitation,” London. Telephone, ‘ No. 316 Westminster.””—[Apvr.] 
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WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, March 15, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirep in Cuancery. 


CamBervey Fsrares, Limrrep—Petn for windiug up. presented March 12, directed to be 
heost pus 27, sy £o. St geri nae ye bi. alley. Cornhill, 
solors for petners. ce of appearing must reach the above-named not 1 
6 o'clock in the afternoon of March 26 — 

“*EarnciirFe”’ Steamsnip Co, Limirep; “Earnpate” Sreamsuip Co, Liwrrgp: 
“Earnrorp” Steamsaip Co, Luoutrep: ‘ Earnmoor” Sreamsuip Co, Liwrrgp: 
“EarnwetL” Sreamsuip Co, Limirep; **Earnwoop” Sreamenie Co. Limrep— 
Creditors are required, oa or before April 30, to send their names and addresses, anj 
the particulars of their debts or claims, to Fielder I. Hiss. Leadenhall chmbn, 

eae men ie, 5 Creditor 
FFINGHAM Brewery Co, Limirzep— 8 are required, on or before March 30, to 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Blom a 

oie ee earniraiaton ns | 
1GGAL y, Limrrzep— are required, on or before Wednesday, May 1, to seni 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts and claims, to Willism 
Henry Armitage, Market pl, Dewsbury aed 

H. 8. Parrerson & Co, Limitep —Creditors are required. on or before April 80, to send 
their names addresses, and the particulars of their debts or clsims. to Joha Ferrier, 
131, Choumert rd, Peckham. Rowe & Wilkie, Basinghall st, solors to liquidator 

Haroip & Co, Limrzp—Creditors are req on or befure May 3, to send their nama 
ont addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Cecil Wreford, 6, Dowgate 


Lanawortay Roap Brick Co, Limitep (1x Votuntary Liquipation) —Creditors having 
any claims are required, on or before April 5, to sead the particulars to Edward Talbot, 
54, Deanseate, Manchester. Leach & Son, Manchester. solors for liquidators 

Mancuester Gas Cooker, Limitep (1n Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or before 
April 30, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to 
ee Henry smerdon, 2544, High Holborn. Williams, 14, Sherborne lane, solor to 

quidstor 

a © A. CHAMBERS, rosy (ix Vener + anemone | eae itors are required, on or 

‘ore Apru 18, to seod their names and addresses, and the particulars of their d 
claims. to Howard Walton Sazilehurst, 16, Clexg st. Oldham ane 

Txoere Bros & Co. Lintep—“reditors are required, on or before March 23, to send their 
pames and addresses, and the particulars of their d-bts or claims, to Algernon Osmond 
Miles, 28. Kiog st, Cheapude. Mason & Co, 32, Gresham st, solors for liquidator 

Turton Moor Sanitary Pips Co, Liurrep—Credit ors are required, on or before Juns1, 
to th-ir names sees, aod the particulars of their debts or claims, to Jama 
Cocker, Bolton rd, Darwen. Costeker, Darwen, solor to the liquidator 

Western Jorvery Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before May 1. to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to A. R. Roberts, §&, 
Mount Stuart sq, Carlisle. Leigh & Horley, Cardiff, solors 


FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
Britayyia Beverit Civus, Noel Arms Inn, Campden, Gloucester March 11 


London Gazette.—Turspay, March 19, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Loorep im CHanorry. 


Cuurcn Srretron Water Works Co, Limirep (in Votuntary Liquipatioy)—Crediton 
are required, on or before May 9, to send their names and addresses, and the 
of their debte or claims, to John Edwin Proffit, Church Stretton. Sprott & Morris, 
Shrewsbury, solors to liduidator 

Frep Knicut & Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding up. presented March 15, directed to be 
heard on March 27.. Emmet & Co, 14, Bloomsbury sq, solors for petnr. Notice of 
sppeariog must reach the above-named not later than six o’clock in the afternoon of 

arch 26 

Leeps Steex Works, Limrrep (1x Votuntary LiquipaTion)—reditors are required, on 
or before May 1, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Walter Scott, 21, Grainger st West, Newcastle on Lyne. Stanton & 0s, 
Newcastle on Tyne, solors for liquidator 

Lonpon Free Orrice, Limitep -Creditors are required, on or before April 30, to seni 
their names addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to A. Robertson 

Rovere Cycxie Co, Lumrep —Creditors are required, on or before April 20, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Frederick Connop 
Caldicott, Coundon rd, ‘‘oventry. Maddocks, Coventry, solor for the liquidator 

Sreamsuip “ Ooryi4,’”’ Limirep —Creditors are required, on or before May 1, t send their 
names and adoresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John Mackion, 
Sinclair Macleay, Charles Remer, and De Courcy Agnew, Winchester Hous, 
Old Broad st. Ezgsr, George st, Mansion House, solor to the liquidators 

Turusers, Limitrep—Petn for winding up. presented March 18, directed to be heard @ 
March 27. Lioyd & Co, 38, Cranbourn st, solors for petar. Notice of a 
must rea’h the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of March 26 

Water Socort, Luutep (rm Votuntary Liquipation)—Jredit are required, on @ 
before May 1, to eead their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts « 
claims, to Walter Scott, 21, Grainger st West, Newcastle upon Tyne. Stanton & (, 
Newcastle upon Tyne, solors for liquidator 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 

Darwen Soares, anp Pousiisaine Union, Liuirep, Works, Hey Fold Mills, Darwe, 
Lancs. 1 

a" i F PROVIDENT AND Frigenpiy Society, Trafalgar, Bramley rd, Hamme 
sm th, arch 12 

oy  ecceae Society, 19, Garden walk, Ashton on Ribble, Preston, Lana 

arch | 

JuventLe Foresters Prive oy Hinpizy Sick Anp Buriat Society, Cross Keys Ian, 
Hindley. March 18 

Provivent Society (Wrtwyn), National School, Welwyn, Herts. March 11 

Exp Liow Sick anp Divipenp Socizry, Red Lion Inn, Deritend, Birmingham. March il 











CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cratm. 
London Gazette.—TtEspay, Match 19. 
Baxer, James, Yapton, Arucdel. Sussex Farmer April 17 Patterson v Baker, Room 70, 
Royal Courts of Justice Holmes & Co, Littlehampton 
Cuatuers, Epwarp Witcock, Bury st, St James’s, Retired Lieut-Colonel April 5 
Hill Brothers v Chatmers, Kekewich. J Dalston & Co, Southampton st Bloo 


Vay Tromp, BENJaAmIn Humpueies. Hyde Park terr April 26 Thompson v 
Farwell, J Jobson, Lincoln’s inn fields 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
Lendon Gazette.—Fripay, March 15. 
Anprew, 4yn, Deeping 8t Nicholas April13 Bonner, Spalding 
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azaD, Joun, Nottingham 
a oe been Witziam, Fort Fim 9 ot Canada, Real 


Byans, Evan, Clydach, Giam April 27 Charles, Neath 
@zzexwoop, Isaac, St Kew, Cornwall April16 Pengelly. 


Exeter 
Hesron. WILLIAM ALEXANDER Liverpool, Shipowner —= Herron, Liverpool 


Batt Gerrevoe, Sheffield, Milliner Aprilié Harrop 
James Jutius Heck, Lincoln April 20 


ncola 
BeErrenstaLL, Ricnarp, Gt Houghton, Farmer April 30 Scholefield & Scholefield, | 


eye) April 15 Collins | | Ray. CaRotine 





Weston super 
| Saunpers, Caan JAMES 
Abiagton st 


| Sounamt, Extras, 


RITCHIE, ee 


Barz, Sanina, Lisndil, Carmarthen April15 Collins & Woods, Swansea } | Boorn, Auaxaxpzs, Brignton 


OuarKsON, Szeiina, Stockport April 20 Oldham, Stockport 
Davies. Grorce, Bolton. Foreman ata forge April26 Greenhalgh, Bolton 


Uol Faancis Mackenzig, Burak 


Srarrorp. sir oeuas Wiii1am, GCMG, 


Arwoop, Henry, Upper Hardres, Kent, Farmer May 15 Mowll & Mowll, Canterbury | Porrz, Jauzs, Charlton Marshall, Dorset, Farmer March 23 Brennand, Blandford, 
15 Acton & se —_ ogham Dorset 


nit "t 


© Mstmife, Gevat Tower st 
April 20 Wesley 


Soe saith tom 


Bucaanay, Briston April 20 Trollope & Winckworth, 


| Sevaaven  Sssizere Any, Overseale, Leicester April 12 8 & 3 H Pilgrim, 
| SKIPPENS, ton o- Dae Dee AO | Farmer March 25 Gudgeons & %, Stowmarket 


April 27 Noon & Clarke, Great 8t Helens 
Chester sq April 29 


og aap 4 anag th, Cornwall, Saddler April P. & lis, | 87 L on 4. N Hantroyde, La Ma Robinson & Sons, Blackburn 
lOCKEN, JOHN TREVITHICK ru rm 16 Pa ARKIE, Le Genpee Nicnoxras, Han 2, ines 1 

Hoc saruth , silat. tt: | Tuousox, James, Leeds Apriti9 Deaham, Leeds y 

Hoox. Apa. Victoria st April1é Druces & Attlee, Billiter sq TounsicLivrs, Moses Heathylee, Staffs, Farmer May1 Hacker & Allen, Staffs 
Housparp, Freperick Epuvnp, Diss, SP apm a", 1 Slack, Diss | Tuawee, Grorce Sutton Coldfield Warwick April13 Rowlands & Co 

JayrERYS, ANN, Co, Bridgwater | Turnwer, James, Manchester April15 Rylance & Sons, 








Massey, THomas High Lei: 
Mutter, Rose Acyrs, Leeds May 1 se sot 
Moorr, Euma, Sheffield May 10 "Wake & Sons, 8! 


heffield 
Newnan, Grorce Apams Sydevham, Kent April13 Keene & Co, Seething ln 
Hardy, Lancs’ May 1 


Manch 
Prayt, Samvust, Weston on Trext Mareh 30 Plant, Stoke on Trent 


gg De Marcaret, Chorlton cum 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Faivay, March 15. 
RECELVING ORDERS. 
Axzroyp, OnLanpo, Leeds, Insurance Agent Leeds Pet 
Maren 12 Ord March 12 


Bexwet, GEOFFREY Frepericx Pitxineron, Hast Barton, 
a eae Bury st Edmunds Pet March 11 
-y- Haymarket High Court Pet Feb 

Brecu saan, e 0" eb 15 
Ord March 1 


Baircues, Season Min arr By Gunmaker 
n9 Ord 


Maidsione Pet 
Buttows, ALGsRNON THOMAS, Walsall. Staffs, Iron- 
Pet March 5 Ord 
March 8 


fuuader’s Manager Walsall 

Bognsipk, Freprrick Leoro.p, Y= +77 st, Accountant 
High Cou.t Pet Feb 8 vrd March 1 

BosBRiDGE, ALFRED — Gravesend High Court Pet 
Feb 1t Ora ofarch 11 

Butter, Tuomas, Nottingham, Hawker. Nottingham Pet 
Marchi1l Ord March 11 

Cans, Tuomas, Marton, Lancs, Farmer Preston Pet Feb 
26 Urd March 12 

sary > aan On + fed Auctioneer Croydon Pet Feb 


4 WILLIAM a Chcitenhem, “Jeweller 
Uheltenham Pet March 18 Ord March 1 

Danizt, Jonn, 8t Ives yey Cabinet Haber Truro 
Pet March 18 Ord March 1 

Daviss, Joun Ruystep, he rete, Cardigans, Provision 
Merchant High Court Pet Feb 14 Ord March 12 

Dick, LennakD SDWARD, +. oe Devon Plymouth 
Pet Marcn 4 Ord March 1 

Fawsert, Gzorce, York, Journeyman Joiner York Pet 
fdarch 12 Urd March 1 

Fish, Joun ATTWoop, 5 Southampton Pet 
Marcu 12 Ud March 12 

Gzorce, Freperic Joan, anes Glos, Grocer Swindon 
Pet Maron i: Ord Mare 

Gray, eae — > aly Builder York Pet March 

rd 


Mach 1 

aad ane Isaac, Birmingham, Electrical 
Kagimmeer Bi ham Pet March 12 Ord March 12 

Heatox, Water, Birkenshaw, Yorks Dewsbury Pet 
March 13 Ord March 13 

Hincuciirre, GroacE uns, Honley, nr Huddersfield, 
Commission agent Huddersfield Pet t March 12 Ord 


12 
Hivxs, Henry Ernest, Pontefract, Tate. Watchmaker 
Waketield Pet March 18 Ord March 1 
Hosss, Puruir, Eingaen | = Thames High Court Pet 
E oy wy Goouer 
opegs, Tuomas Munro, Staines, Hai 
Surrey Pes Marcail Ord March i a 
Jarrerson, JOHN, Wieeening, pn ooh Brighton Pet 
Febi6 Urd March 
Jzrason, GEORGE, sheffield oo om Blacksmith 
Jouss, Davin, Festiniog, Merjonctns, Que Po 
loxEs, Vavip, Festiniog, ionetns, Qu rt- 
madoc Pet MarchiZ Ord March ssassagy 
Kain, Epuunp, West dampstead, deneral Merchant High 
Court Pet March1:i Ura _— ll 
CHARLES ov Company Director 
hton Pet March 12 Ord March 1z ‘ 
Th gy R, & Evans, Liverpool, General Brokers 
Liverpool Pet Feb v8 Ord March 13 
Mappock, Joux, Chester, su ceeaesaeed Chester Pet 
March 11 Urd March 1 
Macuing, James Henary, ‘Ches' ee Staffe, Surgeon 
Hanley Pet Marcn iz Ora March 12 
Mawsy. Joux James, Bedworth, Warwicks, Tinman 
a Pet March 12 Ord March 12 
Mz.ion, STEPHEN ConsTANTINE, Leed Engineer Leeds 
Pet March il Org March 11 . 
Nerrietox, Txomas, Ouiton, MarketGardener Wakefkld 
Fet Maich¥ Ord March 9 
Otpriztp, Frayxx, Worth, Kent, Farmer Canterbury 
Pet March 12 Ord March :2 
Parker, Gronck ARrHuRr, Watford, Hertford, Licensed 
Victualler st Albans Pet Febi4 Ord March 22 
—) Sosa. Abram, Lancs, Collier Wigan Pet March 


Pearce, J = Tavistock, Devon, Engine Fitter 
Pivs AMES ALFRED, Ta’ 
Piymouth Pet March 11 Ord March 11 


WALTER 


KeisaLi, NicHo.as HmCHING, Cracoe, Yorks A hd Vant, Settle 
Kryss, ALFRED Ernest, Up) ge a April . bay | & Co, Billiter st } — Thames 
Letgb, : ester ee ee eee 
ester 


| Wueeer, Roseat Favutprxc, Bryan, Dorset April 2 
| Wuirrix, Waiter Joux, Twickenham Mayl4 Haslip, Martin’s a amg st 





Kiogston 
Strand 


Winn & Co, Wairraxes, Henny, 


| Wixcu, Geores, Pimlico, 








Pixz, Wri11am Goop, Cross, epeecten, Auctioneer 

‘orcester Pet Feb’ 18 Ord March 1 

Pooie, Frank, Moriey, Yorks, i a Dewsbury 
Pet March 18 Ord March 13 


Price, wrorce, Swaneea. > pane Agent Swansea 
P arch 11 Ord March 

Sayer, Jouyx, Bowes, Yorks, ‘Gyele | md Stockton on 
Tees Pet March t1 Ord March 

Scorr, Witt14m, Hereford, euaey Goods Dealer Hereford 
Pet March 12. Ord Murch 1 

Smirn, Wim Dawsoy, Oxtord, House Decorator 
Oxford Pet March 12 Ord March 12 

Tasker, Harry ATKinson, Braafoid, Newsagent Brad- 
ford Pet March 11 Ord March 11 


Tuomas, Waseem, See Staffs, Chemist Wolver- 
Pet 12 Ord March 12 
TurnsuLL, ADAM, Altrincham, Builder Manchester Pet 
Feb 28 Ord 


March 3 
TuRNER paaeee, Torquay, Licensed Victualler Exeter 
Pet Mareh 11 Ord March 11 
TurTLe, May Fey sy bo General Draper Croydon 
Pet March 9 Ord March 9 
Twiss, Horace Wrexham, Grocer Wrexham 
11 


March 11 
Waney, JANE, er Sussex, Builder Brighton 
Pet March 13 
Warsveror, WILiiam, aarple, yee} Boot Dealer 
w —- a March 11 Ord March 1 0 
'ARD, SARAH JANE, oe tal ay Blackburn 
Pet Feb 13 Ord March 13 


Warers, Ricaagp, Mi-sterly, Salop. Explosives Agent 
Shrewsbury Pet Peb 16 Ord March 9 

Wesrtersy, Tuomas, Leeds, Agent Leeds Pet 
Maich 12 Ord March 12 


Yeo, Aucustus, Mid zagh, Joiner Middlesborough 
Pet March 12 Ord March 1 
Amended notice substituted < that published in the 
London Gazette of March 8 : 


Boup, Watrer. Lewisham, Commission Agent Greenwich 
Pet Fed5 Ord March 5 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Aspray, Annie Mania, Olney, Buckingham, Baker 
Ganen, Sam Wveking, Butcher March 25 at 1230 24, 


way app, London Bridge 
BELL, ARTHUR GEORGE, Nottingham, Build-r March 22 
at 12 Rec 4, Castile pi. Park ro \—~_ 4 


Be.u, Frank, Finsbury Park, sontge sion Dealer March 22 
ati cae an. 
Breca, gay Haymarket 25 at 2.30 Bank- 
’ biage, Carey at 
Bou, W Water, Lewisham, Commission Agent March 25 
atl2 24. Kailway app, London Bridge 
Brappugy, Samug. Kicnagp, — einer March 22 
ati2 Off Kee, Figtree ln, Shefiie 
Britcuer, BERNARD “Veanene, Atcidstone, Gunmaker 
March 27 at 10.30 wy tS st, Maidstone 
House Decorator March 28 at 


Brooks, Henry, 
9 Off Rec, 60. Castle st, Can‘ 
March 22 at 12 


BossrivGe, Aurrep Guaney, Gra 


B.nkruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

CatpicoTtt, Epwixn Trar.e, No*tingham, Ear 
artist at 3 Off oy 4, Castle pl, 
Nottingham 


CaRLEY, ARTHUS Lo Soe junction, [ronmonger 
March 22 at 12 30 B 


aliwa. app, 
Ciark, Enn«st, ea Derbys "March 22 at 11 
Off Ree, 47. Full st, Derby 
Crayton, WILuIAM ARTHUR, Foulby, Yorks. Surgeon 


124t230 Off tec, 6, ae ag ‘akeflela 
Corz, anTHUR Manchester ofa JycieCo March 
23at23. Off Kec, Byrom st, 
CoupLanp EvizaBeTa C LLON Gt Grimsby March 22 at 
lt Off Keo, 16, Usdorse st, at Geumsby 
Evays, Wituram Danret, Bisina. ‘Mon, Blacksmith 
March 22 at -- Bey tt Merthyr Tydtl 
Powssee. | Goanee, © Fee March 28 
a oe ta bern Ye 
ae 


Gray, March 4 BWatil Off 
— yen 


8, 
| Wirxrinsow, Joszuu, Ryder st, 8t Jam+s April 27 


G ERIC JOHN, 
=, Farep p 


| Vernexer, Hon Fovey CHarurs feaucenease, Isleworth April 16 Charlton & Baker, 


Brennand, Blandford, Dorset 


»L vil 30 er, Accrington 
3¢ Jam Greens & Underh' Bedford row 
Police Constable April 2 Yeilding & Co, Westminster 


| a ee ee. SS 
way 
| ia JameEs, BS Jourmalis: March 22 at 11 
of Waite OM Rogier March 9 
NRAD, 
a Bankru b dgs, Carey st 
Hiwp, _ B- Derby, Farmer March 22 at 


Off 
Jones Jony Witxorson, Long Eaton, Derbys, Licensed 
Victualler March 23 at 11 Off Reo, 47, Fali st, 


| aaa, 


Marziort, James Witi1am, Derby, Butcher March 22 at 
Off Ree, 47 Fuu st. Derb: 


11.30 y 
Mawsy, Jous Jame Bedworth, Warwicks, Tiaman 
March 22 at 12 Rec 17, Hertford st, 

Nerrieton, Tomas, Oaltoa, "Yorks, Market 
Mavch 22 at 10.80 oe oe. 6, Boad ter, Wakefieid 
er Faanx, Worth, Kent. Farmer March 23 at 12 

Off Rec. 63 asthe ch, Unnterbur +. 
ss GEORGE Noy ‘ood Green, Manu- 
acturer March 25 a Baskraptay bigs, Onsey ot 
Prius, Epwarpv, Barrington, Cambridge, Brick Manu- 
facturer March 48 at 12 Off Rec, 5, Petty Cary, 


Cambridge 
— = Hien, baa Oar In, Solicitor March 26 at 11 


Merthyr Tydal, Draper March 25 at 12 


March 28 at 11 mc Gono, Lad jarey st 
RGE, ter, Bootmaker 
March 23 at 11 Off. Rec, Station rd, Gloucester 
Scumort, Cart Franz Tueopor, and Exyxest Harrop, 
Merchants March 28 at 12 Bank- 


ruptey bidgs, — 


geek tel agrace, Merthyr 
35 


Bexbutty, Lucy Lo Grocer March 22 
at3 Off tec, 172 st, yy 
March 22 at 12 


Sueiiey, ALFRED } E 
117. St Mary 


— GroRGE, y, Lice: 

a at 10.45 Of Bee, 3, Bedford circus, 
‘ALL ALTER, Matlock Bath. Derbys, 

Victualler March 26 at 12 Off Reo, 47, 

Ww. , Bicnarp, Minsterly, 5S: E ives Agent 
april 2 at atil Off Reo, 42, at John's Shrewsbury 

Witrorp, @£orcE, Northampton, Pain’ 

WILi14Ms, Som Swansea, Haulier aa 22 at 10.30 

ff Rec, Swansea 


1, alexandra 

TLSON, ast ‘orks, Grocer March 22 at 11 

Off Rec. 6. Bond ter, Wahetield 

Wixstow, Carouine Frances, Nottingham March 22 at 
2.30 Off Rec, 4, Castle 


Woop, wT Enxvyest, 
at 11 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, 

Youpaus, Gawes, Keswick, Cam 
25 at 2.45 Court house, 

ADJUDICATIONS. 

AKEROYD, Ous.smne, Kate. Leeds, Insurance Agent Leeds Pet 
March 12 rd March 12 

BENNETT, . he ty High Court Pet Febé Ord 


B HER, * agp Va ._ Maidstone, Gunmaker 
"a t > Pet March 9 Ord March 9 

—_ Stratford, Mana- 
gl Ovart “Pet Feb 6 Ord sare 1 
nm, Hawker 
1 Ord March 11 
~ Ae Croydon Pet Nov 30 


Burrow, 
Buries, Ly 
Pet March 1 
Curry Epwarp Joxy, 

urd Nov 30 


Che 
Danre., Joux, St Ives Curawall, Cabinet Maker Truro 
Pet March 18 Ord March 


18 
FawsEst ae | York, Journeyman Joiner York Pet 
March 12 Od March 12 
FRescu, pe Gc Yarmouth, ~ Merchant Gt Yar- 


Feb6 Ord March 1 
ies, Grocer Gutnden 


Pet lt Ord 








28, 
Hack, Gzornes », Iiford, Provision Dealer 
“March 26 at 12, Bankruptey st 


bldge, 


WALK! Birkenshaw, Yorks Dewsbury Pet 
seach 18 Ord March 18" 
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wane ey Grorcr AuLEN, Honley, Yorks, Commission 
Agent Huddersfield Pet March 12 Ord March 12 
Hinks, Henry Ervest, Pontefract, a Watchmaker 
Waketield Pet March 13 Ord March 
on = eS K bp ey on Thames High Court Pet 
March 12 reh 18 
JEPHSON. pace Sheffi-ld, om Blacksmith 
Sheffield Pet March 13 Ord March 1 
JonEs, ALFRED Epwasp and THomas andl Birmingham 


eers’ Furnishers Birmingham Pet Feb6 O:d | 


March 11 

Jones, Davip, Festiniog, Merioneths, Quarryman Port- 
madoc Pet March 12 Ord March 12 

Kemp, Henry, Margate, Licensed Victualler Canterbury 
Pet Jan18 Ord March 9 


Lams. Ropert. Newburn, Northumberland, Butcher New- } 


castieon Tyne P-t Feb 13 Ord March 12 
mp. CHARLES Water. Hove, 
Brighton Pet March 12 Ord March 13 
Mackenziz, Kenvets Morgevv, ae Essex Chelms- 
ford PetJan3 Ord March 1 
Mappocx, Joun Chester, Coachbuilder Chester Pe 
March 11 Ord March il 
Macuiren, James Hesry, Chesterton, 
Haniey Pet March 12 Ord March 12 
Mawsy, Jonny James, Bedworth, Warwick, 
Coventry Pet March 12 Ora March 1¥ 
ME tor. Sveruen Constantive, Leeds, Engineer Le2ds 
Pet March 11 Ord March1i 
Netrierox, Tuomas. Oulton, . Yorks, Market Gardener 
Wakefield Pet March9 Ord March 9 
Hven, Abram, Lanes, Collier Wigan Pet 
hi3 Ord March 13 
Pearce, James ALrrep, Tavistock, Devon, Engine Fitter 
Piymouth Pet Marchii Ord March li 
Pornter, Grorcze Tuomas Press, Wood Gre2n, Manu- 
facturer Kdmonton Pet Feb11 O:d March 8 
Pooite, Frank, Morley, Yorks. Confectioner Dewsbury 
Pet March 13 Ord March 13 
Price. Grorce, 
Pet March 11 Ord March 11 
Reap, Jons Cuartes Crampiy, Haverstock hill 
Court Pet Janz2 Ord March 12 
Rivé.ey, BenJamin, 
Gtoucester Pet Feb6 Ord March 9 
Roserrs, Wit.1Am Grorce. Gloucester, 
Gloucester Pet Marcn¥ Ord March 9 
Ropinson, ANDREW, Newcastle on Tyne, Svlicitor New- 
castleon Tyne Pet Janié6 Ord March 
Saver, Jouy, Bowes, Yorks Cycle Agent Stockton on 
Tres Pet March 11 Ord March 11 
Scorr Wii11aM, Hereford, Fancy Goods Dealer Hereford 
Pet March 12 Ord March lz 
Swits, Wittram Dawson Oxford, Huuse Decorator 
Oxford Pet March 12 Ord March 12 
Tasker, Harky ATKINSON, Bradtord, Neweagent 
fori Pet March 1i Ord March it 
Tuomas, Witi1am. Willenhall, staffs, oe Wolver- 
hampton Pet March 12 Ord March 1 
Turyer, GeorGe, Torquay, Licensed Victualler Exetr 
Pet March 11 Ord March 11 
Twiss. Horace Burier, Wrexhiwm, Denbighs, 
Wrexham Pet March1i Ord March li 
Viney, James, Hrondesbury, Commercial Clerk High 
Court Pet Feb7 Orda March 12 
Wapemayn, Wiitiam, Morecambe, Mineral Water Manu- 
facturer Preston Pet Feb15 Ora March 13 
Watrer, Morris, Maida Vale, Wholesale Ulo.bier High 
Court PetJan19 Od March7 


Staffs, Surgeon 


Tioman 


Parry, 


High 


Bootmaker 


Brad- 


Gro:er 


Warsvurton, Wittiam, Hazelgrove, ae Boot Dealer 


Stockport Pet Marchil Ord Marchi 


Watson, wg Bedford, Solicitor Bedford Pet Marché | 
Ord March 1 | 


Wetsx, Hexry, Ri Builder Brighton O:d March 13 

Westessy. Tuomas, Leeds Machinery Ageat Leeds 
Pet March 12 Ord March 12 

Woop, Atrrep Ernest Bradford, Hairdresser Biadford 
Pet March 11 Ora March 11 

Yxo, Avevustus. Middlesvorough, Joicer MiddJesborough 
Pet Maren 12 Ord March +4 

Youparz, Gawrn, Keswick, Cumberland, Painter Work- 
ington Pet Feb 28 O.d March 11 


London Gazette.—Tuzspay, March 12 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Anprews, Witiiam Groce. Croydon, Surrey 
Pet March 14 Ord March 14 

Baryes, Ricnwarp, Rochdale, Licensed Victualler Roch- 
dale Pet March 15 O:d March 16 

Begwarp, Cuaries Joun, Skegness, Medical Prac‘itioner 

m Pet March 14 Ord Ma-ch 14 

Bowens, Joux, Deal, Carpenter Canterbury Pet March 2 

Ord March 18 


Croydon 


Breeze Nahe od Leicester Leicester Pet March 16 
Ord March 
Bricos, wees Bradfor?, Dressmaker Bradford Pet | 


Feb 23 Ord March 13 
Bucxiey, Harry, Leicester, 
March 138 Ord March 15 
Burosss, Mary, Moberley, Chester Manchester Pet 
March 14 Od March 14 
Cima, Jonny Sternen, Brietol, Restaurateur Bristol Pet 
March 18 Ord March 16 


Grocer Leicester Pet | 


Crark Jowx, Colne, Lines, Factory Operative Burnley | 


vet Feb 2% Ord March 14 

Cort, Joax Gites Denison, Blackburn, Physician Black- 
burn Pet March 15 Ord March 16 

Datton, Micnarn, — Butcher Blackburn Vet 
F-b'27 Ord March 1 

Epuowps, Jouw Wriiiam, a ome, Somerset Butcher Frome 

et March 15 Ord March 16 

Epwarps, Wittiam Osverr, Carlisle, Solicitor 
Pet March 4 Ord March 15 

Evans, Joun. Newtown, Ebbw Va'e, Mon, Grocer Tredegar 
Pet March 15 Ord March 15 

Fauuen, Witvian, Leicester, Box Maunfacturer [icester 
Pet March 1 "Ora March 15 

Fewster, Rovenr, Langley on a ne Newcastle 
on Tyne Pet Feb 27 Ord March 


Company Director | 


Swansea, Commission Agent Swarsea | 


Ashford, Kent, Cider Manufactuter | 


| 
Carlisle | 


Fow es. Georce, Richmond, ees Builder Wandsworth 
Pet Feb 28 Ord March 14 

Ger, Heyry, S iecmneel Contractor Liverpool Pet Mareh 
16 Ord ‘March 16 

GineLui, A, Frith st, Bebe, Tailor High Cou:t Pet 
March 4 Ord March 1 

Hiuts, CHartEs PuRt, Bast Cowes, I of W, Yacht Bolties 
Newport and Ryde Pet March 9 Ord March 1 

Biz, Wittiam James, Prest:n, Commercial Traveller 
Preston Pet March 15 Ord March 15 

Keevinc. WaLTeR Hevyey, Birmingham, Hardware Dealer 
Birmingaam Pet March 15 Ord March 15 

Less Laurence, Liverpsol, Hosier Live.pool Pet March 
16 Ord March 16 

| Lowes, Jonny. Blackpool, Builders’ Merchant Pre-ton Pet 

Feb 27 Ord March 16 

| McCartny, Micuars, Manchester, Provision Dealer Man- 
chester Pet March 15 Ord March 15 

Marruews, Jonny, Nantwich, Builder Nantwich and Crewe 
Pct March 14 Ord March 14 

Moreax, Rowianp A A, Southend on Sea, Commission 
Agent Chelmsford Pet Jaa 2s Ord Feb 27 

| Nosie, Waiter Ernest, Eccles Salford Pet March 15 
Ord Maren 15 

Pick, Epwarp, Bristol, Tailor Bristol .Pet March1 Ord 
March 15 , 

Qurytoyx, Bensasin Jonn, Norwich, Fruiterer Norwich 
Pet March 16 Ord March 15 

— "h Leeds Dewsbury Pet March 16 Ord 

arch 

RyE, Kop ae West st. Mile End. P sietemens High 
Court Pet Feb 22 Ord March 1 

Sanpersox, Josern, Ruthwaite. Cumberiend, Farmer 
Carlisle Pet Mareh15 Ord March 16 

| Scuutz, Gzorce Evucene, Tredegar rd, Bow. Enquiry 

Agent High Court Pet March 14 Ord March 14 

Sxewes, Henry, Camborae, Sees, Buiider Truro 
Pet March 15 Ord March 1 

Suita, Sipyey Hegsest, Bristol, Butcher Bristol Pet 
Mareh 15 Ord March t 

Sparks, ARTHUR © estate Caroline st. Camden Town, 
Builder High Court Pet Marchi4 Ord March 14 

Sraneroom, Wares, Norwich, General Dealer Norwich 
Pet March 16 Ord March 16 

Tuomas, Ropert, Old Trafford, nr Piecintee, Builder 
Saitord Pet March2 Ord Mare 

Totter, Epwarp CHARLES, Body st. Regent st. 
Accordion Pieating Manufacturer High Court Pet 
Feb 27 Ord March 14 

Warser, Powett, yi mmeng A circ, Solicitor High Court 
Pet feb 23 Urd March 14 

Waywe.t, Gerorcze, Newton le Willows, Licensed 
Victualler Warrington Pet March16 Ord March 15 

Woopueap, Ernest Epwin_ Gray’s ee 8q, Solicitor 
High Court Pet Feb19 Ord March 1 


Amended notice substituted for that pabiabed in the 
London Gazette of March 1 


Turyeutt, Avam, Altrincham, sith ‘elias 
chester Pet Feb 28 Ord March 13 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Axeroyrp, Ortanpo, Leeds, Insurance Agent March at 
11 Off Rec. 22. Park row, Leeds 
Bennet, Grorrrey Freperick PiLkinctox, Bury 8t 
Edmunds, Farmer March z6atlss Great Eastern 
Hotel, Liverpool st, London 
Buoxtey, Harsy, Leicester, Grocer March 26 at 12 30 
Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
BurnsivE, PReperick LEoPOL p, Basioghall, Accountant 
March 26 at1l SBankruptey bidgs Varey st 
Burier Txomas, Nottingbam, Hawker March 26 at 12 
| Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottiogham 
Cuarer, Joux Wituiam, Wolverhampton, Baker March 
27 at 10 Off Rec, Wolverhamptoa 
Coox. Groner, Stourport. Worcester, Wheelwright March 
26 at215 Spencer Thurstield, 12, Oxford st, Kidder- 
minster Sicitor 
Craven, Tuomas, Pelton, Durham, Builder March 26 at 3 
| Off Rec, 25, John st, Sunderland 
Daniei, Jons. St Ives, Cornwall, Cabinet Maker March 
28 at 12 Off Rec, Boscawen st, «ruro 
Dyer, Josern Samvugt, Brisham, Devon, Fish Dealer 
March 26 at11 6, Atheneum ter Plymouth 
| Evans, Lawson Ceci, Dudiey. Worcesters, Licensed 
Victualler March 28at 10.15 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 
st, Dudley 
Fish, Joun Arrwoop, Houghton Mills, nr Stockbridge 
March 26 at 3 30 Of Bee 172, High st, Southampten 
Grorce, Faeperic Jous, Tetbury, Glos, Grocer March 
27 at 11.30 Off Rec, 38, Regent circus, 5 windon 
Guess, Eowin Henry, Shanklin, I of W, a8 March 27 
at 11.30 Off Ree, ‘19. Quay st, Ne wpor 
Hammoxp, ALrarp Cuares, Patney March 26 at 12 30 
24, Railway app, London Bridge 
Hezatox, Wavker, Birkenshaw, Yorks Colliery Depu-y 
March v8 at3 Off Kec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 
Hisxs, Hewry Eryest, Pontefract, Yorks, Sepeaies 
March 27 at 11 Off Rec, 6, Boad ter, Wakefi 
— Tuomas Munro, Staines, Hairdresser March Bat 
1.39 24, Railway aop, London Bri 
ee. GzorGe, Manchester Packing Caze Maker 
| March 27 Off Rec, Byr.m st, Manchester 
| Jones, Avrrep Epwaro, and Tuomas Onr.1, Birmingham, 
Kngineer’s Furnishers March 27 at 11 174, Corporation 
st, Birmingham 
| Kau, Epuuno, West Hampstead, General Merchant 
| March 26«t11 Bankraptcy bidgs. Carey st 
Lawsence, WILtIAM, Norwich, Licensed Victualler 
March 27 at 12 aaetien Mart, Tokeohouse 5d 
Licutroot, Sanam Maria, Chester, muliiner March 27 at 
12 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 
| Lornp, CuarLes Wavrer, Hove March 47 at 8 Off Rec, 


Man- 


4, Paviiion bld Lg ton 
Mappock, Joux, Chester, pag rm March 27 at 3 
Crypt cl hmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 


| Macu mE, JAMES Hewry, Chesterton, Staffs, Surgeon 
March 28 at 11.80 Off Rec, Newcastle under Lyme 

Me.ion, Steruen Constantine, Leeds, Enginger March 
27 at 12 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 





Moutizy, James Coorzr, Dudley, cesters, Sad 
March 28 at 10.30 Of Rec, Welvananeton tt tt, Dade 

Panky, bg xr March 236 at ll 

Rec, Exchange st, Bolton 
r—_ ALFRED, weg me Tailor March 26 at 12.39 
88 
Parsons, CLaupg, Bournemouth, Coal Merchant’s “eee. 
rch 26at1 Off Reo, less st, Salisbar: 


Pearce, James ALFRED, Tavistock. Devon, Senki Fitter 
March 26 at 10.30 ‘6, Athenzeum ter, Plymouth 

Poorz, Frank. Morley, Yorks, Confectioner March 28 at 
at 3380 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 

Price, Grorek, Swansea, Commission Agent March 26 at 

Off Reo, 81, a. diomandies 1d, Swansea 

Sanperson, Tom ALBERT, Richmond, Mineral Water Manu- 

facturer March 26 at 11.30 24, Railway app, London 


Bridge 
Saver. JOunN, 7, Yorks, Cycle Agent March 27 at 3 
Off Ree, 8, A’ rd, Middlesb borough 
Sirs, WILLIAM * rcadbong Oxford, House Decorator March 
26at12 1, st Aldate’s, Oxford 
babar igh Taomas, Leeds, Machinery Agent March 2% 
11 ‘Off Ree. 22, Park row, Leeds 
ng AvuGusTus, Middlesborough. Joiner March 29 at 38 
Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middiesborough 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


ALEXANDER, Gorpon, Bromley, Surveyor High Court 
Pet Dec 14 Ord March 14 

Baker, James, Woking, Butcher Guildford Pet March 
7 Ord March 14 


Barnes, Ricwarp, Rochdale, Licenied Victualler Rocb- 
dale Pet March 15 Ord March 15 


Grocer 


Begnarp, Cuaries Joun, Skegness, Medical Practitioner 
Boston Pet March14 Ord March 14 

Betrs, Epwin Ricuagp, Acton, Builder Brentford Prt 
Feb 12 Ord March 13 

Bincu, Hersert, Norris st, Haymarket High Cour} 
Pet Feb 15 Ord March 15 

Breeze, Wititam, Leicester Leicester Pet March 16 
Ord March 16 

Buckxiey. “Harry, Leicester, Leicester Pet 
March 18 Ord March 18 

Burerss, Mary, Mobberley, Chester Manchester Pet 
March 14 Ord March 14 

Cima, Joun SrepHen, Bristol, Restaurateur Bristol Pet 
March 16 Ord March 16 

Cort, Jonn Gruzs Denison, Paskburn, Physician Black- 
burn Pet Marchl6 Ord March 16 

Davies, THomas Jouy, Goldingtm, Beds, Masaging 
Director Bedford Pet Feb Ty Ord March 1 

Donacen, Epwarp., Lewisham, Retired je 
Greenwich Pet Dec8 Ord March 15 

Epmonps, Joun Wiitiam, Frome Somneresh, Butcher 
Frome Pet March 15 Ord March 

Evans, Jonn, Newton, Ebbw Vale, on: Grocer Tredegar 
Pet March 15 Ord March 15 


Fanmer, Wii11au, Leicester, Box Manufacturer Leicester 

Pet March 1 Ord March 15 

Hitt, Wittiam James, Preston, Commercial Traveller 

Preston Pet March15 Ord March 15 

Hopes, THomas Munro, Staines, ~ + farmeed Kingston, 

Surrey Pet March 11 O:d March 1 

Keene, Watter Henry, Birmingham, ‘iardware Dealer 

Birmingham Pet March 15 Ord March 

Keenteysipg, Ropert, Newcastle on Tyne, | Builder 

Newcastle on Tyne Pet Jan 16 Ord March 

LEEs. Le ems Hosier Liverpool Pet March 

MoCartuy, a Manche :te Manchester Pet 
March 15 Ord March 15 

McConnewy. WILLIAM, Walbrook, penenee Agent High 
Court Pet Oct 4 Ord March 1 

Mack, Henman Orro, Westantaster, Merchant High 
Court Pet Feb8 Ord March 

Marruews, Joun, Nantwich, Builder Crewe Pet March 
14 Ord March 14 

Morrat, Tuomas, and Jonn Datcetry Duruie, Warwick 
st, t oollen Merchants High Court Pet Feb 
21 Ord March 14 

Nosiz, Water Ernest, Eccles Salf.ri Pet March 15 
Ord March 16 

Outtver, Jouy, Hove, Decorator Brighton Pet Feb 23 
Ord March 14 

Quistox, Bexsamin Joun, Norwich, Fruiterer Norwich 

* Pet March 15 Ord March 15 
Ruopes, Enos, Leeds Dewsbury Pet March 16 Ord 


16 
Rosson, Witt1am, Oldham, Draper Oldham Pet Feb 18 
Ord March 16 


RosexpercEr, Moritz, Leytonstone Fancy Goods Manu- 
facturer High Court Pet Nov 39 Ord March 15 
Ross. Boor, aa. 3 7 Victualler Canterbury 


Sanperson, Josern, Bathwaits 
ME oy BO ey Teer 
cuuLz, Grorce EvuGene, iW, uir: nt 
Court Pet March 14 Ord Mareh 14 des 
Builder Truro 


Sxewes, Henry, Camborne, Comonll, 
Pet March 15 Ord March 15 

Smiru, THomas, Perry Barr, Collier Walsall Pet Feb 
22 Ord March 14 

Srarxs, Arruur Martuews, Camden — Builder 
High Court Pet March 14 Ord aon 


Cumberland, Farmer 
15 


Srancroom, Watrsr, Norwich Genera I Dealer Norwich 
Pet March 16 Ord March 16 
Tuomas, Rosert, Old Trafford, Lancs, Builder Salford 


Pet March 2 Ord March 16 
Tus»BuLL, ALEXANDER, Newcastle On Tyne, Brick Manu- 
—. Newcastle on Tyne Pet Jan 16 
Ween, Benny Grorae, yey mee _Caal Mane 
Jheltenham Pet Feb 20 Ord March 








All letters intended for publication in the 
“* Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 
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